BRAHMASUTRA-CATUHSUTRI 


The First Four Aphorisms of the Brahmasutras along with 
Sankaracarya’s Commentary and English Explanation ‘Sreyaskari’ 

The most compassionate God has given every living being three states— 

jagrat, swapna and susupti. In th e jagrat state, the jiva obtains prajna of visayas which 
are outside him; hence he is called bahisprajha. Transacting with visayas in this way, 
he gets tired and goes to sleep. In sleep, when the jiva is no more in association 
with his body and the indriyas, he experiences the dream state. Vdsands of the objects 
experienced in the jagrat state serve as visayas during swapna. Since in dreams these 
vdsands are experienced within, the jiva in the swapnavastha is called antahprajha. 
Prajna means knowledge. In jagrat, the jiva s prajna is obtained with the help of 
external light, but in swapna the light is from within.* 

In swapnavastha it is the mind which becomes both the visaya and visayi in turns. 
Constantly becoming visaya and visayl in this manner, the mind gets tired and 
becomes inactive; then the jiva loses connection even with the mind and enters 
susupti. In this nirupadhic (adjunctless - without upadhi ) state, the sdstra gives jiva the 
name prajna [jiva is the name at the individual level ( vyasti ) and prajna is the name 
at the cosmic level ( samasti )]. In this state, the jiva is all alone and becomes 
dnandamaya. The light which illuminates the indriyas (sense organs) in both jagrat 

*Where is the light in the dream coming from? It is not coming from the sun, moon 
or stars. Some may say that the light is contained in the vdsands themselves. But this is 
not so because there is a great difference between the external light and its impression on 
the vdsands. Impressions are photos which have to be exposed to light in order to be seen. 
Similarly, the mind containing the vdsands has to be illumined to see the dream. This 
light does not belong to the mind because it is an object for the observer. How? Because 
its absence is experienced by the observer in deep sleep. So, the dream light is not of the 
mind. Since its absence is noted by the observer in deep sleep, the light has to be of the 
observer only. 
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and szvapna is that of this prdjna. Waking up from susupti th ejiva says: "In the absence 
of the mind and sense organs, I enjoyed the bliss of deep sleep." This proves that 
the light on the basis of which the jiva experiences the absence of the mind and the 
indriyas has to be his swadharma (intrinsic feature). Therefore, the upddhis* mind etc. 
are inert; they are objects for his knowledge; they are of the nature of tamas 
(darkness). In this way we see that jhatrtva (knowership), kartrtva (doership), bhoktrtva 
(enjoyership) and luminosity are the features of the nirupddhic prdjna only. 

This analysis of jdgrat, szvapna, susupti, brings out a surprising information: In 
jdgrat, taking the body as Self, everyone very naturally considers himself to be 'a 
man, a youth' etc. Such an identity, which is on the basis of the body, creates no 
doubt in anyone's mind. However, when asked about his dream experience, he 
encounters a difficulty: He says: 'In my dream, I was swimming in the pool'. If you 
ask him further, 'Who were you when you were dreaming? Were you the one on 
the bed or the one in the swimming pool?', he would be in confusion. It is very 
clear that the one swimming in the pool cannot at the same time be the one lying on 
the bed. In this way, an analysis of the dream state creates a samsaya jhdna (doubtful 
knowledge) about himself, in place of the unambiguous knowledge of jdgrat ('I am 
a man' etc). If you ask him further, 'What were you in your susupti ? Where were 
you?'. He would say, 'I do not know what I was during susupti, nor where I was.' So 
it is clear that in susupti, when he is not connected with the mind and other upddhis, 
but is all alone, the jiva has ajhdna (ignorance) about his own Self. But, despite this 
ajhdna, it is at least clear to him that during deep sleep he was free from all upddhis 

*An unknown object is sometimes recognised through a known object. For e.g., a 
nearly invisible glass wall is known by a red patch on it. In this connection it is said that 
the known object is an upadhi for the unknown object and the unknown object is the 
adhisthdna of the known object. Without adhisthdna, there is no meaning in upadhi - it 
does not exist. However, the adhisthdna exists even without the upadhi. In susupti there is 
no upadhi like the body, indriyas or mind. But the observer Self exists, certifying the 
absence of all upddhis in susupti. We can only identify the adhisthdna with the upadhi, but 
cannot know what exactly is the nature of the adhisthana. In fact, we may even get a 
wrong understanding of it. For e.g., in association with the upddhis of the body and 
mind, we understand the adhisthdna Self as man/woman, active/inactive etc. But everyone 
knows that the upadhi-iree Self in deep sleep is neither man/woman nor active/inactive. 
The only way to understand the Self in deep sleep is through sruti. 
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like the mind, indriyas, body etc. and was alone. However, no one says that he was 
not there during susupti. Therefore, when it is explained to him that his 
understanding of himself in the form of a 'man or youth' during jdgrat is mithyd 
jndna, he would have no difficulty in recognising his mistake. It is another matter 
that it is very difficult for him to give up this mithyd jndna. This is a well known fact. 

In this manner, not knowing who he is, is the ajhdna or avidyd of the jiva. On the 
basis of his own experience in susupti, he knows very well that he has no connection 
with the body etc. Yet in jdgrat, he does have the false knowledge that he is the 
body etc. This false knowledge is adhyasa. On the basis of this false understanding 
only does he create the difference of T and 'You', and mixing it up with raga-dvesa, 
gets caught up in the cycle of worldly activities ( samsdra ). Although worldly 
activities are natural, the purpose of Adhyasa Bhdsya is to show that for all such 
activities, the basis is only adhyasa. 

Without using a word beyond the universal experience of the three states, the 
Bhasyakara presents his summary so that everyone can understand one's fault of 
avidyd. In this, we get a glimpse of the incomparable teaching skill and utmost 
compassion of Bhagawan Sankaracarya. By even just listening to the Adhyasa Bhdsya, 
an intelligent person understands his grievous mistake. After this, the seeker is 
naturally desirous of listening to the following sariraka mimamsa (sacred discussion 
of the jiva) whose benefit is dtmaikatva avagati (experience of the oneness of the Self). 
In this way, Adhyasa Bhdsya is an introduction to sariraka mimamsa. 

Some people find fault with the Bhasyakara for not having done mangaldcarana 
(words invoking auspiciousness), before commencing the Bhdsya. Obviously, they 
do not understand the context. Mangaldcarana is meaningful only for the one who 
has understood his fault of avidyd and not for the fool who hasn't. Adhyasa Bhdsya is 
not a part of the main text. It is only a preface which prepares a seeker for the 
auspicious message thereafter. Further, hearing the Sutrakdra's word atha itself is 
auspicious for the seeker with sddhana sampatti. 

Henceforth, the Bhdsya Vakyas would be discussed to the best of our ability: 

1. The two (entities) grasped as 'you' and T, 

(1.1) The word pratyaya means knowledge of an object. When a pot is seen, the 
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buddhi takes the shape of the pot and this shape is known as pratyaya. It is only 
when the buddhi takes the shape of the pot that one says he has got the knowledge 
of the pot. The pot is the object for this pratyaya. All such observed objects are 
gocara, i.e that which is available for 'knowing'. All the objects which can be known 
are grouped in the word 'yusmat-pratyaya-gocara' and the knower is referred to by 
the word 'asmat-pratyaya-gocara'. In the words of Bhagawan Sri Krsna, the meaning 
of the word 'yusmat-pratyaya-gocara' is ksetra (observable) and the word 'asmat- 
pratyaya-gocara' means ksetrajha (observer) [Gita 13.1]. 

Question: The word yusmat means 'you' which is sentient. However, the ksetra 
is jada (inert). So, how can the inert 'ksetra' be referred to as the sentient 'yusmat'? 

Answer: It is not like that. Since ksetra is insentient, had it been referred to as 
‘idam -this' instead of yusmat, then one would not have understood that the ksetra 
(including his body) is actually different from himself. We have already seen how 
the inert body is accepted by th ejwa as himself which however is not his true Self. 

Here the purpose is to convey that the ksetra (which includes his body) and 
ksetrajha (his true Self) are of very different natures. Unless this difference is conveyed 
through something the people experience themselves they will not understand it. 
The experience here is that of susupti. In his current understanding however, ksetra 
and ksetrajha are not different. He thinks of himself and others as non-different 
from their inert-bodies. But at the same time, he very naturally feels himself to be 
different from others. Therefore, if the ksetra is called yusmat, it becomes clear to 
him that it includes all the observable world. He also understands that the asmat 
has to be different from it. But even then, the task of separating the ksetrajha from 
his own inert body still remains. Therefore, in the very next word, ksetra-ksetrajha 
are respectively called visaya (observable) and visayi (observer) respectively. In this 
way, by first including the ksetra in yusmat and then calling it visaya, the difference 
in the nature of ksetra-ksetrajha is brought to attention in two steps. From this it is 
very clear that the whole world (including one's body) is yusmat pratyaya gocara 
while T am asmat pratyaya gocara.* 


*Any observable is yusmat pratyaya gocara. Sthulasanra - the gross body and 
suksmasanra - the subtle body, both are observables. The latter consists of 5 jhanendriyas 
(ears, skin, eyes, tongue and nose), 5 karmendriyas (motor organs - vdk, pdni, pada, payu, 
and upastha), 5 pranas (prana, apana, vyana, udana and samana) and the four divisions of 
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fc|Ni|fc^N(i|uH: 

2. which are respectively the observed and the observer, 

(2.1) The word visaya comes from the root sin bandhane - ‘IcdhHlIa iHseHiIa hrahrurcr 
ffct Icr^a: ’ - that which binds the visayi is called the visaya. 

The one who grasps a visaya is the visayi. Sabda, sparsa, rupa, rasa and gandha are 
the visayas. They get determined only when the different indriyas of the visayi come 
in contact with their respective visayas. This is the bond which binds the visayi to 
the visaya. The whole jagat belongs to the visaya category. Who is the visayi who 
grasps a visaya ? For the visayas sabda, sparsa etc, the respective indriyas are the visayis. 
For these indriyas, the manas is the visayi. For manas, the buddhi (intellect) is the visayi 
and for the buddhi, ahamkdra is the visayi. What is ahamkdra ? It is the feeling: T am the 
knower of the buddhi pratyayas'. This ahamkdra is clear in jdgrat and swapna. But now 
the question arises: 'Is there a visayi for this ahamkdra also? If so, who is it? Indeed, 
ahamkdra is also a visaya. For whom? For me. 'Who am I?' I am that Prajha, who, in 
susupti, cognizes the absence of everything starting from ahamkdra upto the jagat 
consisting of sound, touch etc. 

Question: In susupti, no one has the experience of identifying the absence of 
jagat. So, how then can it be established that prajha is the visayi 

Answer: It is not like that. It is true that during susupti there is no anubhava of 
any visaya. But the statement, 'In susupti there was no visaya', made after waking up, 
is the experience identifying the absence of the jagat. Keeping this in mind, it is 
said that prajha is the visayi for ahamkdra also. ‘ n dTa ji m ^ h 3TFT iru ffa 

VT3T: I 3rfti % '^aycfiTHTT VT5T ’ - He is th ejhdtr (knower) of all the visayas - of the 

past and the future; therefore, he is called prajha. Even though he is in deep sleep 
(not recognising the presence or absence of anything) he is called prajha 
retrospectively (Ma. Bh. 5). 


antahkarana (manas, buddhi, citta and ahamkdra). All these are observables. Observer is 
the asmat pratyaya gocara. Bahisprajha in association with the gross and subtle bodies, 
and antahprajha in association with the antahkarana are only intermediate observers. 
Their ranges of observables are limited. It is only the self in deep sleep who is the ultimate 
observer who is asmat pratyaya gocara for bahisprajha} 
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(2.2) In this way the bdhyajagat - indriya-manas-buddhi-ahamkara- prdjha form the 
chain of jhdna-kriya (the act of knowing). In this chain, jagat is always the visaya and 
prdjha is always the visayl. However, each one of the indriya-manas-buddhi-ahamkara 
is a visayl for the previous one, but a visaya for the subsequent one. In fact, they 
become visayl only in the presence of prdjha - not independently. Since a knower 
even deeper inside of the prdjha is not in anyone's experience, prdjha is deemed to 
be the ultimate visayl. From the jagat to ahamkdra, the entire ksetra is its visaya-, 
therefore, prdjha is the ksetrajha. 

3. cHT: y cb IVI cl 

3. being opposite to each other in their nature like darkness and light— 

(3.1) Ksetra is tamorupa (of the nature of darkness) while the ksetrajha is prakdsarupa 
(of the nature of light)*. 

Question: How is ksetrajha of the nature of light? 

Answer: In jdgrat, an external light, like that of sun etc., is needed to gain the 
knowledge of an external object. But in szoapna, the act of recognising shapes 
continues even in the absence of an external light. Which is the light in szoapna ? It 
has to be internal because there is no scope for an external light. One who thinks he 
is the body may deny this and say: 'Since mind alone is there in dreams, the light 
there should be of the mind only'. However, this is not tenable because even the 
mind is inert, since its absence is also experienced in susupti. Therefore, the mind is 
also an observable object. It belongs to the category of the observed and hence is 
tamorupa. It is not of the nature of prakdsa. Prdjha alone has prakdsa-dharma because 
he is not becoming visaya. 

(3.2) Normally people understand by 'prakdsa 'only the light of the sun etc., 
which is necessary for identifying the shapes and colours of objects in the external 

*Here it is shown that visaya is of the nature of darkness and visayl is of the nature 
of light. The analysis is as follows: An object is identified by light, but not the other way 
round. Here light is the identifier and object is the identified. Further on, the eye becomes 
the identifier and the light the identified. Similarly, mind is the identifier and the eye is 
the identified. Ultimately, it is the Self who is the identifier and all else are identified. So, 
the ultimate identifier is the visayl - the Self in deep sleep and all else are visayas - the 
identified - so of the nature of darkness. Only the Self is the nature of light. 
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world. Therefore, they find it difficult to understand the statement of the sdstra that 
prdjna is prakdsarupa. So what is prakdsa ? It will be explained: Another word for 
prakdsa is jyoti - *-^r ew^rldd 3T^TRT^ wa w?T wfa.- yrs^r arfaynm’ - Whatever 
illuminates something is called jyoti (Su. Bh. 1.1.24). Just as light enables one to 
identify an object by its rupa, similarly sabda, sparsa, rasa and gandha also help one 
to know an object. For example, even though it may be dark, we are able to reach 
the village by hearing a dog's bark. Similarly, through touch we are able to recognise 
a book etc. Therefore, sabda, sparsa, rasa and gandha are also prakdsa. The prakdsa of 
all these prakdsas is of prdjna. 

(3.3) The example of tamas-prakdsa is given to explain the opposite natures of 
visaya-visayi. For making this example completely meaningful, some people say 
that tamas (darkness) is a stuff ( bhava-rupa ) like prakdsa. This is not correct because: 
It is only when illumined by prakdsa that the shape of an object is known, and not in 
darkness. Therefore, tamas-prakdsa are indeed opposite to each other. But though 
sabda, sparsa, rasa and gandha are also prakdsa and knowledge of objects is obtained 
through them too, they do not have their opposites. Therefore, there is no use in 
trying to prove that tamas is bhava-rupa. 

Tamas-Prakdsa are only examples for showing the difference in the nature of 
insentience-sentience otksetra-ksetrajha. Confirming this contention the Bhasyakara 
says ‘visayini cidhtmake' in the very next sentence, separating the sentient visayi from 
the jadajagat. 

(3.4) Question: Though prdjna is the pratyagatman (the inner atman), the tufty a/ 
Suddhdtman is the atman even inside the pratyagatman This being so, is it not proper 
to take the Suddhdtman himself as the ultimate observer? 

Answer: No. Because the one who is caught in the mire of adhyasa is the ksetrajha 
only and not the turiya Suddhdtman. That is why Bhasyakara takes ksetrajha as the 
visayi, and not the turiya. This has been clearly stated in the Gita Bhasya. 1 8T?8J -a 4i : 
fciErufciErNuri : f^r^n^rr: sznrFraPT: #4 ft: i 

fh^MijiMcd8Wr: ’ - Ksetra-ksetrajha are visaya and visayi and of different natures. In them 
the features of one are mixed up with those of the other due to adhyasa. This is the 
coupling of ksetra and ksetrajha. The reason for this coupling is the lack of knowledge 
of their intrinsic natures. Therefore, this adhyasa is mithyd jhdna (false understanding). 











[G. Bh 13.26]. This is the same sentence as the first sentence of the Adhyasa Bhdsya. 
‘^^nrrgTwfrsrnfr: Iwrl^rl^uft: im-. ycbivw^ mcnjfw r^ium’, 

which is under consideration here. This should be noticed. Therefore, who should 
be kept in the place of visayl should not be decided on the basis of our limited 
buddhi. The serious consequences of considering Suddhatman as the visayl will be 
analysed later*. 

(3.5) Question: No visayl is its own visaya. Therefore, the pratyagatman prdjna 
cannot also become its own visaya ; so, how can he be the object of understanding as 
"I" i.e. asmat pratyaya gocara ? If he is gocara, he becomes an object. 

Answer: That is right. Unlike jdgrat and swapna, there is no “V awareness in 
susupti. That is why prajha is not visaya for prdjna himself. But for the bahisprajna who 

*In deep sleep, prdjna does not recognise anything. Nevertheless, Bhasyakara says 
that he ( prdjna ) is the knower in the wakeful and dream states. The reason is: Ksetrajna is 
the knower of the ksetra. He has to be different from ksetra ; otherwise, the action of 
knowing the ksetra is impossible. The jlva gets totally separated from the ksetra only in 
susupti. Therefore, the jlva in susupti, viz. prdjna, is the ksetrajna - the knower. 

Answer: True. But he can know only the external world, but not his own body 
with which he is associated. 

Question: But he can know his eyes and ears? 

Answer: But when he is knowing them, he is different from them, but associated 
with mind and so on. Therefore the true observer of the ksetra has to be different from it 
totally. 

Objection: The assertion that prdjna who is asleep and who is not knowing is the 
jnata and the denial that Atman who never sleeps and who is always knowing is not the 
jnata - both statements are wrong. 

Resolution: That 'prdjna is asleep and therefore he is not knowing anything' are 
mutually contradictory. If prdjna were asleep, he cannot know that he was not knowing 
anything. Since he was knowing that he was not knowing anything, he could not have 
been sleeping. This contradictory statement of bahisprajna is a consequence of his adhyasa, 
which is itself a contradiction. Next, it is true that Atman never sleeps. But He cannot be 
jnata. A jndta is one who observes something other than himself. But there is nothing 
other than Atman. So, He is not a jnata. Therefore, what is right is only asserted and 
what is wrong is only denied. 
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is able to get a buddhi pratyaya, prdjna becomes an object. How? Listen: Anyone 
getting up from susupti says, A 'I slept well. I did not know 

anything', pointing to the prdjna only. Since he ( prdjna ) is grasped in this way in the 
wakeful state, he is indeed experienced as an object. 'dhrraTUTftr A ffa 

^frSTrTPT Tj^’ (Ma. Ka. Bh. 1.2). This is everyone's experience. 

However, just as bahisprajna knows himself clearly (as 'male', 'youth' etc.), he does 
not know the prdjna clearly. Therefore, anyone will be naturally interested in 
knowing about him. Let us leave this issue here. Later we will analyse how the 
prdjna who is not a visaya becomes a visaya. 

(3.6) In this way it is well known that the ksetra, which is visaya and tamorupa is 
very different from the ksetrajna who is visayi and prakdsarupa. It is also well-known 
that the prdjna and the jagat are pratyaya gocara. In this way, there is only one similarity 
between the two, that they are both visaya. 

4. are known to be mutually dissimilar; so the features of one can never be 
of the other. 

(4.1) Jndnakriya (the activity of knowing) is possible only when the visaya and 
visayi are different from each other. If they are not different, jndnakriya is impossible. 
Everyone knows that ksetrajna is visayi and ksetra is visaya. Therefore, it is well known 
that one becoming the other or the features of one being the features of the other is 
impossible. 

fatlRlfui F^lc^ fsPTOFT 

effort W 3Tsm*r: I 

5. Therefore, adhyasa, the superimposition of the entity 'you' and its features 
on the conscious observer T, 

(5.1) Nevertheless the ksetra and ksetrajna are mixed up. Man, woman etc. are 
the properties of the body; listening etc. are the properties of the indriyas; jndnakriya 
is the property of the buddhi; All these are the ksetra and its properties. Jdntrtva is 
the property of the ksetrajna. In this way the properties of the ksetrajna are very 
different. It is everybody's experience that the jhdta prdjna has no connection with 
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the ksetra. No one is unfamiliar with this. Yet sometimes one says, 'My buddhi, my 
eyes, my body etc', separating himself from the buddhi-indriyas-body etc. and at 
other times says, 'I am intelligent, I am blind, I am a man', identifying himself with 
the buddhi-indriyas-body respectively and correspondingly carries out his 
transactions ( vyavahdra) with the world. In other words, he wrongly thinks of the 
ksetra as himself. In the same way, by identifying with the buddhi-indriyas-body etc., 
he says, 'I decide, I see, I am dark complexioned' etc. Not only this - 

RiqRlui: tKhfuii ^ 

6. and conversely, the superimposition of the observer and its features on 
the observed, 

(6.1) Conversely, dharma of the pratyagdtman is also superimposed on the ksetra. 
How? It is not unknown that in susupti the ananda is without any visaya. Therefore, 
it is clear that ananda is the inherent feature of the prajha. Instead of knowing this 
through viveka, one argues: 'In susupti, I was not aware of any ananda. How then can 
I say that I was in ananda at that time? It could be just a dukha- free state?' Thus he 
doubts his own experience and after getting up seeks visaya sukha in jdgrat. He 
considers himself happy when he gets enjoyment through visayas, otherwise 
considers himself unhappy. The import is that ananda, which is actually the dharma 
of the visayi, is superimposed on the visaya. Similarly, even though sarva visaya 
jhdtrtva is the svadharma of prajha, he says, "I did not know anything in susupti. So 
how can I be the jhdta?' With this doubt, he superimposes the jhdtrtva on the buddhi. 
He considers himself a jhdta only when connected with the buddhi; when not 
connected with the buddhi he thinks he is non-existent. In this way, he does adhyasa 
of his jhdtrtva dharma on the buddhi. From this it is clear that adhyasa of visaya- visayi 
in both the directions is not done unknowingly, but knowingly. That is, even after 
the Guru explains where the mistake lies, he is still unable to correct himself. 
Therefore this adhyasa has to be mithya-jhana only. 

vs. firszTT sTfoj ^rjnri 

7. can rightly be deemed illusory. 

(7.1) Just as even after being told that 'This is not silver, but shell', instead of 
making an effort to examine it and understanding it as shell, the continuation of 
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the wrong idea that it is silver would be an obstinate wrong knowledge; so is this 
adhyasa also very obstinate. To see in prdjna the dharmas of the body etc. which are 
not in him ( prdjna) or to see sukha and jhdtrtva in the visaya and buddhi which are not 
in them - are all mithya-jhana only. The object of mithyd-jndna is mithyd i.e., even 
though seen, it is asat (does not exist). For example, silver not existing in the shell 
but seen, is mithyd, i.e. asat. Here it is important to remember that the object silver 
per se is not mithyd; but the silver seen in the shell is mithyd. Water seen in a mirage 
is mithyd - it is asat. Here the mirage is prdtibhasika satya, water is vydvahdrika satya. 
Both are satya - not mithyd.Therefore, understanding that which is in front of us is 
not actually water but a mirage which appears like water is right knowledge. To 
know it as water is wrong knowledge. The object of this wrong knowledge viz. 
water - is asat, because there is no water there. In the same way, world and its 
dharmas or prdjna and his dharmas - they are vydvahdrika satyas, not false. But seeing 
the dharma of the world in the pratyagdtman and seeing the dharma of the pratyagdtman 
in the world is mithyd only, because the world is not in the pratyagdtman nor is 
pratyagdtman in the world. On the other hand, if it is asserted that all superimposed 
things are mithyd as a rule, and that the world seen in pratyagdtman is mithyd, it is 
wrong. The reason being that in the reverse adhyasa where the pratyagdtman is adhyasta, 
he ( pratyagdtman ) will become asat, which is impossible. It should be remembered 
that the statement ‘ 3 tsjtrt: fbsqT farin', implies only that adhyasa is mithyd-jndna; 

that is, only the adhyasa between the observable and the observer is mithyd, not the 
observer-observable themselves. 

6 . rTSTTfa 3l4^ldlcbdW ^cRrRT- 

“T^T” d)cbciicU4K:l 

8. Nevertheless, superimposing one entity and its features on the distinctly 
differing other entity and its features indiscriminately due to wrong 
understanding, mixing up the changing and the unchanging, there is this 
natural usage in people T am this'. This is mine'. 

(8.1) In this way, when adhyasa is taking place in both directions, at least this 
much is clear: just as ignorance of the shell is the cause for the silver being 
superimposed on it, the ignorance of the szvarupa of the pratyagdtman is the cause of 
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the adhyasa of the body on him and the ignorance of the szvarupa of the jag at is the 
cause of the adhyasa of the pratyagdtman on it. This means that the jiva does not 
know the szvarupa of either the pratyagdtman or the jagat. Without knowing their 
szvarupa, he recognises them through their activity only. Although the activity cannot 
exist without the szvarupa, the szvarupa does exist without the activity. It is essential 
to know the szvarupa to get rid of adhyasa. There is no doubt that even the ajhani 
knows that prajha has no activity. In spite of this, he does the adhyasa of the activity 
of jdgrat and szvapna on prajha. Even though activity leaves him, he does not leave 
activity. 

Following this, sdstra also talks of his knowership etc for the purpose of teaching 
etc. ‘?Fru % zx&Rm fmhm ^ruf: , cTccfft ^n°r OTRrfrT’- it is 

only by him who has the conceit T, who is the object of T-awareness', who is the 
knower that all actions are performed. He alone enjoys their fruit (Su. Bh. 1.1.4). 
Here change, inertia, limitation and the activity based on them are the dharmas of 
the world, while the world is the dharmi. Knowership, doership and enjoyership 
are dharmas of prajha and prajha is the dharmi. Here dharma-dharmi relation is not of 
non-difference as in fire and heat. It is in the sense that ‘ chi4^ chuuiirMrci ^ <+iKuij-m 
- The effect is not different from the cause but the cause is different from 
the effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.9). That is, the dharma does not exist without the dharmi, but 
dharmi does exist without the dharma. The dharma is seen in the dharmi only through 
an upadhi. In nirupadhic dharmi, there is no dharma. Both th e jagat and the pratyagdtman 
appear with activity only through their upddhis. In their nirupadhic state they are 
actionless. For action in jagat, shapes ( vikdras ) are the upadhi. In its nirupadhic state, 
jagat is Atman only. For action in pratyagdtman, the body and senses etc. are upddhis. 
Without them, pratyagdtman too is nothing but the actionless Atman. The cause for 
this mixing up of satya (unchanging) with the anrta (changing), leading to the adhyasa 
of 'me and mine', is not knowing their inherent nirupadhic nature and seeing them 
only with upddhis. 

(8.2) What is satya ? That which does not change. WfUT PiylW 
■srBRrrfrT WdyRR’ - Known in one form, that which does not change from it, is satya. 
What is anrta? That which changes. ‘ ^Rfdfr-Ud wr ^RTR 3R<Rffd szzti 

Known with one form, that which changes from it is anrta (also called asatya). (Tai. 
Bh. 2.1). Here prajha's unchangingness and the jagat's changefulness are well known. 
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One who knows the meanings of the words satya and anrta will not contest this 
because there is no vikdra in prdjna which could cause change in him.* 

(8.3) Question: How can prdjna be satya ? Everyone is prdjna in susupti, antahprajna 
in szuapna and bahisprajna in jdgrat that is, he is changing. Not only this. Even at any 
one time, jivas are in different states—if one is in susupti, another is in szuapna and 
yet another in jagrat. This also contradicts the claim that prdjna is unchanging. 

Answer: It is not so. Prdjna is always prdjna only. Through the upddhi of mind 
alone he becomes antahprajna and with the upddhi of mind and body becomes 
bahisprajna. Though he appears different when he is with upddhis, his inherent nature 
never changes. For example, seeing a cook preparing food with the upddhi of a 
ladle, no one says 'without the ladle, he is not a cook'. Further, even with the 
difference in bodies, there is no difference in prdjna. The reason is this: Following 
the bodies, there is difference in the experience of bahisprajna. In jagrat, the experience 
of one person cannot be understood by another person without asking him. To 
know the experience, one has to ask the experiencer, that is, in bahisprajna, there is 
multiplicity. Similarly, the experiences of antahprajna are also different. One's 
experience in szuapna cannot be known by another without asking him. But it is not 
so in the case of prajha. One understands the experience of susupti of another person 
without asking him. Therefore, unlike in the case of purusa of the Samkhyas, there 
is no multiplicity in prajha, he is only one. Therefore, prdjna is satya. 

*At this point it would be important to understand the definitions of satya, anrta, 
mithya, sat, asat and anrta. Satya means unchanging, asatya means changing. Sat means 
existence, asat means that which does not exist (example given is of a barren woman's 
son which is impossible). Satya and sat are used interchangeably by some. But this creates 
confusion. Whatever is satya is undoubtedly also sat because that which does not change 
definitely has to exist. But whatever is sat (exists), it could be either satya (unchanging) 
or asatya (changing). Thus Brahman is both satya and sat, while the jagat is sat, yet 
asatya. Many people define Brahman as sat, but if only this is said, the problem is that the 
jagat also is sat ; so, we will not be able to differentiate Brahman from the jagat. Therefore, 
it would be proper to say that Brahman is satyam. But afterwords, we will see that 
Brahman is not only satyam, but also jhanam and anantam. Therefore to say that Brahman 
is 'real' is not enough, because this definition takes into account only one feature of 
Brahman and not the other two. Mithya means that which is seen, but does not exist. 
Anrta in the bhasya means asatya and not mithya. Jagat is not mithya but anrta or asatya. 
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(8.4) Inspite of this, the mixing up of prdjha who is satya with the body which is 
anrta, and saying, 'I am a man, I am a woman' etc. and 'He is my friend, he is my 
enemy' etc, and acting on the basis of this wrong understanding is well known. 
The mixing of satya and anrta is what constitutes adhyasa. The vyavahdra taking place 
on the basis of this is spontaneous and natural (^Wpfi*:); i.e it is not done after being 
taught by someone. 

3TTf| R*T ^f?T? 3^1 TOT 

9. If asked 'What is this thing called adhyasa ?' the reply is 'it is the memory 
of a previously seen (object) appearing as another (object)'. 

(9.1) This sentence gives the definition of adhyasa. It can be understood by the 
silver-shell example. Silver is purva-drsta, i.e. seen earlier. When a shell is seen on 
the road, one gets an elementary knowledge that it is something, but not exactly 
what it is. Its shine brings the memory of silver. Without bothering to examine the 
shell, one concludes that it is silver. This wrong knowledge is adhyasa. That which 
is not seen previously cannot come to memory, and that which does not come to 
memory cannot be superimposed. That is, for adhyasa, it is necessary that one should 
have seen the superimposed thing previously. If silver had not been seen 
previously, it would not have come to memory and one could not have 
superimposed it on the shell. Not only this. The adhisthdna in which it is 
superimposed should also have been seen previously; otherwise, after examining 
the shell, one will only know that it is some object, but not that it is shell. 

(9.2) The memory of a previously seen object appears only as a mental 
modification, the corresponding object will not be there physically before a person. 
The word 'smrtirupa' in the bhasya above means such a mental modification of a 
previously seen object. When the object is actually in front, then the knowledge is 
produced 'This is that object only'. This knowledge is called pratyabhijha, which is 
of two types —individual pratyabhijha and category pratyabhijha. When the cow named 
Kalaksi, whom one has seen previously, is seen again at some later time, one 
recognises her and the knowledge is produced that 'this is the same Kalaksi seen 
earlier'. This is individual pratyabhijha. When one sees another cow named Swastimati 
and recognises that this is also a cow like Kalaksi, this knowledge is known as 
category pratyabhijha. Here, Kalaksi is the previously seen cow and Swasthimati is 
another cow. Therefore, recognising Swastimati as Kalaksi is wrong knowledge. 
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But, recognising Swasthimati as another cow like Kalaksi is not wrong knowledge, 
it is right knowledge. The reason being that for this knowledge the object is not the 
individual cow but 'rawness'. The 'rawness' in Kalaksi is recognised in Swastimati 
also. This is category pratyabhijna and not adhyasa. In this way, if pratyabhijna is right 
knowledge of a perviously seen object, adhyasa is wrong knowledge of a previously 
seen object. Therefore, adhyasa is also called avabhasa meaning the rejection of 
incorrect knowledge after examining the adhisthdna. 

(9.3) Question: Even a small child has category pratyabhijna. When the mother 
shows a cow to her child, calling it as 'cow', the child recognises another different 
looking cow also as a 'cow'. Through one individual cow, how does the child come 
to know the 'rawness' in another cow? 

Answer: Yes, it is true that even a small child has category recognition. This is 
due to the impressions of previous births. Brhadaranyaka Sruti calls this 'purva 
prajha. (Br. 4.4.2) 


(9.4) Question: The body one gets in this birth has not seen previously. 
Therefore, in this new body, how does adhyasa arise such as 'this is me'? Is not 
adhyasa in the body one with a beginning? 

Answer: Yes. Adhyasa in the present body has to happen now; that is, it has a 
beginning; it is not beginningless. But the vdsand of deha-adhyasa is beginningless. 

‘ 3m 3Tftr yrcf^JIViHI faslRH dcf ^T: WU ywdl: I Tier % 

H%3i(chR^cb) ch^rud irMpn: TnrafcT’ - This connection with the buddhi remains 
potentially in susupti and pralaya and manifests again in jdgrat and srsti because 
nothing can be produced accidentally (Su Bh. 2.3.31). Even though children have 
adhyasa in buddhi, there is no adhyasa in the new body. It can be understood like this: 
When a child is beaten by its mother, it does not feel insulted; its behaviour with 
her continues as before. The thought of wearing clothes or decorating oneself are 
not entertained. There is no desire related to sex. These things show clearly that 
there is no deha-adhyasa in children. That is why the sruti also tells the jhdni ‘ ^ic4h 
Id coined - Stand in childhood (Br. 3.5.1), i.e. he must have the same innocence as that 
of a child. 


If children have no deha-adhyasa when they are born, how then does the deha- 
adhyasa develop in them later? It is like this: When there is an injury to the body, 
the buddhi understanding and then feeling the pain are the acts of prakrti gU: 
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srfrT: 'qTTr[ g^RT’ - Desire, aversion, pleasure, grief, body, 
consciousness and dhrti (the quality in buddhi which firms up the body when it is 
falling for some reason) - all these are ksetra (Gita 13.6). Since in the child, the relation 
with the buddhi is beginningless, it feels that the injury is to itself. When such 
experiences coming through the gross body happen frequently, a child's body 
consciousness starts growing. 

After this adhyasa is firmly established, and by a misfortune if one loses any 
part of the body, he continues to have adhyasa in that part for quite sometime even 
after losing that part. For example, when somebody's leg starts decaying due to 
gangrene, it is amputated to save the rest of the body from getting infected. Even 
after this amputation, a person continues to feel itching and pain in that area even 
though the leg is not there. This is called phantom pain. For nearly a year the 
person gets the imaginary sensation of itching and pain. As the realisation of the 
absence of the leg becomes firm in the experience, the pain also goes. It is based on 
such adhyasa in the body that the sdstras prescribe post-death rites. 

(9.5) Question: Flow does the connection with buddhi, which is snapped during 
susupti, come back on waking up? 

Answer: Since the buddhi rests in the nadis during susupti, the jiva cannot engage 
in the act of knowing. The jiva merges in Iszvara while retaining his knowership 
(potential to know). 

That is, even at the time of susupti there is avidyd, but no adhyasa. Following 
this indicator, Iszvara once again connects him with the same buddhi. 

(9.6) Question: But in pralaya, all modifications are destroyed and only Iszvara 
remains. Flow then can the jiva get connected to the same buddhi in the next cycle of 
creation? 

Answer: The creation of the world by Iszvara each time is as it was in the previous 
creation - ‘ surTT (Rg Veda 10.190.3). The omniscient and 

omnipotent Iszvara creates the necessary upadhis like buddhi etc. for the jiva along 
with the rest of creation and gives the connections to the corresponding jivas* 

*'How is that each jiva gets up in the same body after sleep, even though as per the 
sdstras he had merged in Brahman?' The process of wakefulness starts as follows -jiva is 
asleep as long as his karma permits. Then he will get up according to his karma. 
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In the foregoing, the sequence of how adhydsa gets created in the new body 
was explained. Presently, how the different schools define adhydsa will be analyzed. 
The three schools, according to their definition of adhydsa are: anyathd khydti, dkhydti 
and asat khydti. 

t o. W %f%RT 3RJ5T 


^f?T | 

10. Some (say), it is superimposing of the features of the one on another; 

(10.1) Anydthakhydti: This is the one agreed upon by the Naiydyikas and the 
Bhdttas. According to them, the adhydsa of silver on the shell happens in the following 
steps: On seeing the shell, an elementary knowledge i.e. 'it is something' is 
produced and not the unique knowledge that 'it is a shell'. Because of the similarity 
of glitter, the previously seen silver comes to memory. It is the nature of the mind 
to get memory of a previously seen object whenever something similar is seen. 
This is not the memory of a silver vessel seen earlier in a shop; it is the memory of 
the category 'silver'. Then the shell is wrongly understood as silver. After examining 
the shell, the correct knowledge that 'this is not silver, it is shell' - arises. Then the 
realisation occurs that the silver seen is non-existent. By non-existent it does not 
mean that 'there is no silver anywhere'; it only means that 'there is no silver in the 
shell'. If silver were nowhere, its adhydsa in the shell would not have been possible 
because it would not have been previously seen and so it couldn't have come to 
memory at all. 

^ ^T?T ^f?T| 

11 . it is the delusion resulting from not discriminating the two. 

'But how does he get connection with his body?' Brahman is sarvajha (omniscient) 
and sarvasakta (omnipotent); so, even though the jwa cannot recognise. Brahman can. 
Like the swan has the ability to separate milk from water. Brahman can separate the 
jwas. This is called hamsa-ksira nyaya. What happens in pralaya is more complicated 
because in deep sleep, even though the connection with body and mind is lost, yet they 
are there; but in pralaya all vikaras (forms) are gone; therefore, there is no buddhi to 
connect to. So how is it again connected? It is as follows: Iszvara remakes the universe 
just like the previous one - ‘ surTT ‘srej I qducbc'U'Md ’ (Rg Veda 10.190.3). The omniscient 

and omnipotent Iszvara creates the buddhis and the bodies at the end and connects them 
with the respective jwas. 







18 


(11.1) Akhyati: This is propounded by Prabhakara School. As in anyathdkhyati 
here also there are two jnanas - elementary jhana of the shell (the adhisthana ), and 
the memory of silver. Both are correct. But because of non-discrimination between 
the two, an illusion is created that 'it is silver'. This illusory knowledge is adhyasa. 
That is, it is not wrong to see the shell as silver, but understanding the shell as 
silver without separating the two is wrong. 

(11.2) Question: Even though yellow conch is never seen, how is that to some 
a white conch appears as yellow? 

Answer: Only the one who has jaundice sees the white conch as yellow. Here 
also, two knowledges are involved. The knowledge of the conch derecognizing its 
whiteness and the knowledge of yellowness without knowing that one has jaundice. 
Not differentiating the two knowledges leads to the wrong knowledge of yellow 
color in the white conch. Ignorance of one's jaundice is the fault here. When he 
comes to know that he has jaundice, he gets the right the right knowledge that 'this 
is a white conch, appearing as yellow only to me.' 

\ 3 m ^ssrm: 3TT5T^I 

12. Others say, wherever there is adhyasa of one on another, it is 
imagination of the opposite features of the other on the one. 

(12.1) Asatkhyati: Because of the elementary knowledge of the shell and the 
memory of silver similar to it - imagining the feature of silver in the shell is adhyasa. 
This is called dharma adhydsa .Un dersta nd ing the shell itself as silver is dharmi adhyasa. 
Some reject this saying that this is the Buddhist's asatkhyati. Their thinking is this: 
"Though the object is not there it is seen due to samskara', this is what the Vijnanavadi 
Buddhists say. Here, if the silver is asat in the sense of 'rabbit's horn' which cannot 
be found anywhere, then it could be the Vijnanavadi's view. But if we understand 
it just to mean the 'silver which is not in the shell' then it could be renamed as 
mithya khydti. 

Bhagawan Bhasyakara would not have mentioned it if it were wrong. The 
bhasya vdkya which justifies it is ‘ yjfcMebi WcOrfa :?Pd 'm yjfcWcMH 1^'^farfebTyK: I 

< I t i wsrfa uyt % ffrr, ^ m 3tRrt’ - In the 

sentence 'shell is understood as silver', the word shell means shell itself but the 
word silver refers only to the apparent silver because it is the object of wrong 
knowledge. There is no silver at all in that place (Su. Bh. 4.1.15). 
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S3. ^STTf^T $ SRT^T 3^TSrCffg?nW ^ ^T5Rf?TI 

13. Whatever it be, there is no deviation (from the rule) that the dharma 
of one is seen in another, 

(13.1) Now it is being told that the essential meaning of all the three definitions 

is the same, the difference is only in delineating how the mithydjhdna is produced. 
None of them deviates from the definition of adhyasa viz; TC? ’ 

and the description of adhyasa viz, formulated by Bhasyakara in the sentence ‘ 3RTPT 

^ in this sentence. 

S*. rTSTT “^frT^T % STcmrafT, “licFST^: 

14. and it is in the universal experience that 'shell appears like silver', 
'one moon as if with a second'. 

(14.1) Bhasyakara has given two examples for adhyasa. It is important to 

remember that both of them describe the situation after the imposed dharma is 
rejected as a result of having obtained the right knowledge of the adhisthdna. After 
examining the shell and even after understanding that it is not silver, the shell 
continues to look like silver. Therefore, the knowledge 'shell looking like silver' is 
correct, not wrong, because knowledge of the shell separates it from the silver in 
the memory - ‘^jTekiebi % c^dad’, ‘tjcR: In both the examples, 'shell 

looking like silver' and 'one moon looking like with a second', the 'vat' suffix refers 
to the rejection of a wrong knowledge after the right knowledge of the adhisthdna 
has been gained.* 

(14.2) Now we should turn our attention to the roles of these two different 
examples. They are respectively associated with the foretold two types of adhyasa. 
That is why Bhasyakara has used the phrase ‘tad viparyayena’ in the beginning and 

*(Question) 'It is clear that the adhyasa of ksetra in ksetrajha is a case of mistaken 
identity. But is the adhyasa of ksetrajha in the ksetra a case of seeing one in many?' (Answer) 
It has already been shown that prajha is not different from person to person like bahisprajha 
and antaprajha, but only one in everybody (see sec. 8.3). But due to adhyasa, even though 
there is one prajha only, a different prajha is associated with each person. This is a case of 
seeing many in one. 
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also in the end of the this introduction. The cause of the first adhyasa from outside 
to inside is the ignorance of the nature of pratyagdtman. When one gets the 
knowledge that he is the fourth Atman, then there arises in him the following 
realization: Though he appears to be transacting in the proximity of the upadhis, 
he is actually the transactionless Atman. The purpose of the shell-silver example is 
to confirm this only. 'Even though it looks like silver, it is only shell', is correct 
knowledge. Similarly, understanding that 'even though he appears as if coupled 
with the features of the ksetra, the ksetrajna is actually different from the ksetra. He is 
turlya only' is the correct knowledge. 

The cause of the second adhyasa from inside to outside, is the ignorance of the 
real nature of the ksetra. Multiplicity is seen in the ksetra when viewed through 
forms, but in its true nature ksetra is also the fourth Atman only, yiunr^Pb: 3TR*FT: 

3T’J8T T p-ii^<t 3TTr*TT TPTlf? [c*ebc'M'll*\ii: iJSji|cirMBTc'TfgfiTr P-ify-cHl I fbufcFTT 

3 T^nfbcr ebfc*Mi: wM: yruiidifwkd ’ - These forms of prana etc. which 

are not different from Atman are viewed as different by ignorant people. But for 
the intelligent they are not different from the Atman just as the imagined serpent is 
not different from the rope (Ma. Ka. Bh. 2.30). 

For the one who knows this, the multiplicity seen through the indriyas is 
sublated in the Atman and therefore the ksetra is seen by him as the non dual Atman 
only. This is sarvdtmabhdva, i.e. realising that nothing is different from himself. To 
confirm this, the example of one moon is given : ‘ iiebh+W^f^ rdTH^dHcbu-^yy^d 
3ilc(siigjd1 TnTOWTcr: fb^raT yfeniyfadoy: ’ - Just as one moon is seen as many 

due to cataract, the world of multiplicity of names and forms cognised in Brahman 
is due to avidya. This is to be sublated by vidyd (Su. Bh. 3.2.21). One who has cataract 
in the eye sees two moons even though actually there is only one moon. He who 
does not have cataract sees only the one moon. In the same way, one who has 
avidya sees multiplicity in the world of forms. But the realised jhani, who has 
sublated the multiplicity, understands only oneness. This is because 

tju ’ - The forms of the effect, in their intrinsic nature, are nothing but 
the cause only (Su. Bh. 2.1.18). The world is kdrya and Atman is its kdrana. Therefore, 
the jhani sees only the non-dual Self in the jagat. 

(14.3) In this way, the benefit of the sanraka mimamsa i.e. discussion on the 
jiva —is the obtainment of the vidyd of the oneness of Atman. That is, from the point 
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of view of the effect, it is only Atman which is appearing in the two forms as ksetra 
and ksetrajha respectively, through para and apara prakrti. However, from the point 
of view of the cause, it is the unchangingly eternal, all pervading (like akasa ), devoid 
of all modifications, eternally satisfied, without parts, self-illumined Atman. 
Obtaining the vidyd of the oneness of Atman means realising that this Atman is 
himself. 

(14.4) Anirvacaniyakhyatr. This is the khyati propounded by some others. Their 
thinking is as follows: One sees silver in the shell. If the silver were not there, it 
would not be possible to see it. "Things are seen though they are not present', is 
the opinion of the VijnanavadI Budhists. But this is not acceptable. Since one makes 
an effort to pick up the silver, it must be there. However, on examination of the 
shell it is realised that the silver is not there. Therefore, the silver seen in the shell 
is of the nature which cannot be described unambiguously such as 'it is' or 'it is 
not'. In the same way the world superimposed on the pratyagdtman is sadasadbhydm 
anirvacaniyd - that which cannot be described unambiguously as 'it is' or 'it is not'. 

This is not in accordance with the Bhasya because in the previous section the 
Bhashyakara has clearly said ‘ ttuWT cTHffcTwwnrrr 3Tfw’- That there 
is silver is wrong knowledge. Silver is not at all in the shell. Therefore, the silver 
seen in the shell is asat and that it is seen is wrong knowledge. This is the 
unambiguous description of silver. So how can the statement that 'this is mithyd 
silver about which it cannot be said whether it is there or not' be made? A thing 
does not admit of options like 'thus, not thus', 'exists, does not exist'. Options are 
a product of the buddhi. The actual knowledge about an object is not dependent on 
the buddhi, but only on the object itself. Indeed, in respect of one and the same 
pillar, the true cognition cannot be of the type: 'It is a pillar, or something else, or a 
man'. In this case, 'something else or a man' is mithyd jhdna. 'It is certainly a pillar' 
is the true cognition because this knowledge depends only on the object itself and 
not the buddhi of the viewer - ^ 3Tf^fT ffcf sn FcfehcWd i faebc*Hi: I 

^■Er^dsmarr: i h crff? iru wa i waff Tngdwr 

wtojut 'p-iTi err swfr ur ffa cTW^tpt i w ijwr: swfr ut fffr fb&MisiMH i wrap tju jfa 
(Su Bh. 1.1.2). In the objects jiva etc. in one and the same dharmi 
there cannot be two opposing dharmas simultaneously like existence and non¬ 
existence. If there is the dharma of existence, there cannot be the other dharma of 
non-existence. Similarly, non-existence cannot be reconciled with existence. So, this 
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arhata siddhanta is not rational - ‘#^5 MT'fbH srfiffirr wmwttm: 

J-frc) ^chfw^sr3 3fWfcffM SWf-WFM 3T^^r^Rt;, 3T^sr<^3WMfit< 

3T^rf mm’ (Su. Bh. 2.2.23). For same reason, this khydti is also irrational. 

Therefore sadasadbhyam anirvacaniyatva - ambiguity in the description of 
existence or non-existence - is a meaningless imagination born out of the mixing 
up of right and wrong knowledge; it is not the knowledge of an existent object. If 
the silver seen in the shell is of a third variety which is neither existent nor non¬ 
existent, then its determination requires a seventh pramdna (other than the six 
available pramanas). For an existent object, its existence is fixed by one of the five 
pramanas - direct perception, inference, analogy, presumption or sruti and that which 
is not not an object for any of these five pramanas is deemed to be non-existent - 
‘ sXMfer ora m yiMfM arjmrash awicr.- ciwccwm ’ (Su. Bh. 2.2.17). 

For some people, there is another pramdna which determines the non-existence 
of a thing - the anupalabdhi pramdna. Agreeing on this, there are a total of six pramanas, 
five for existence and one for non-existence. This ambiguous silver being neither, 
its existence can be fixed only by a seventh pramdna. But it is not right to search for 
a pramdna to decide the existence of an imagined object. 3m mq: BTSzmrrm.* '^TcT: 

3msrr^ ymuryuv-iyuTi! ’ - Such a 

decision is not proper because it is through the functioning or non-functioning of a 
pramdna that the existence or non-existence of an object is established and not vice- 
versa, i.e. from existence or non-existence the functioning or non-functioning of a 
pramdna is to be decided (Su. Bh. 2.2.28). 

There is no need for a seventh pramdna ; the existence of this ambiguous silver 
is established through direct perception, inference, presumption and sruti also', he 
thus continues with his obstinate claim. 

This is wrong because, these pramanas are applicable only to things which 
exist. If they were applicable to even objects which are neither existing nor non¬ 
existing, who will have faith in these pramanas ? Moreover, when the existence of an 
object is proved through one pramdna, one does not look for another pramdna to 
prove it. Your saying that all the four pramanas can prove its existence shows that 
you yourself have doubts about its existence.* 

Tut Naiyayikas (logicians) say that there could be several pramanas for the same 
object; they are therefore called pramdna samplavavadis. 
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'For you, there is another question: you say that the jag at, superimposed on 
the pratyagatman is sadasadbhyam anirvacamya. Conversely, when the pratyagatman is 
superimposed on the jagat, is he also sadasadbhyam anirvacamya ? Is pratyagatman 
also subject to the ambiguity whether he exists or does not exist? Such imaginations 
are absurd.'* 

Objection: 'It is well known that the jagat is tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacamya 
(Su.Bh.2.1.27). Here tat is sat and any at is asati Therefore, if we say we have not said 
anything new, then?' 

Answer: Tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacaniyatwa propounded by Bhasyakara is in 
no way related to the sadasadbhyam anirvacaniyatwa propounded by you. It is entirely 
different. In Bhasyakara's kdrya-kdrana- ananyatva (the non-difference between effect 
and cause) tat represents the upadana kdrana (the material cause) while any at refers 
to its kdrya (effect). Ananyatva (non-difference) is the relation between the two ‘chi4^ 
cbHuiirHrq ^ churns - Effect is not different from cause but cause is different 

from effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.19). This kdrya is not asat like the silver seen in the shell; it is 
only anrta; that is, subject to change; it is vyavahdrayogya (capable of transacting) 
and even when its form is changing it is ananya from its non-changing ( satya ) cause. 
That is why at any one moment there are two ways of viewing the same object: 
from the point of view of the cause and from point of view of the effect. From the 
causal point of view, a pot is unchanging-sah/a, i.e. it is nothing but clay only. From 
the point of view of effect it is anrta (changing) pot. That is why Bhasyakara has 
called the kdrya pot tatvanyatvabhyam anirvacamya *- 
meaning thereby that there is ambiguity in expressing whether it is tatva or anyatva 
(different from tatva). But there is no cause-effect relationship between shell and 

*(Doubt): 'In the Gita (13.12), it is said that Brahman cannot be described as either 
existing or non-existing - ^ How is this to be understood in terms of the 

above discussion? (Answer): In the shell-silver issue, it is a matter of pratyaksa - in wrong 
understanding it is silver and in correct understanding it is shell. But Brahman is a matter 
for sruti only and not any other pramana. However, its import can be understood by 
reflecting on prajha experienced in susupti. His existence cannot be conveyed through 
any word representing some category ( jdti ), action ( kriya ), quality ( guna ) or connection 
(sambandha). However, his existence cannot be denied because it is one's own Self. So, in 
this sense, it is either sat nor asat. 
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silver. The silver seen in the shell cannot be made into different types of ornaments, 
i.e., it is not vyavahara-yogya. A fool running to pick up that silver does not bestow 
on it vyavahara-yogyata. cbirl^ 4Tr^ "4 oErfirculd ’ - Karya in all the three times 

never ceases to exist (Su. Bh. 2.1.16). But the silver seen in the shell never existed. If 
it did not exist even while seen in the shell, then, when else could it have existed? 

IM'lldlPl 3Tf^3Tyj|^) fa mi doj^fuiw? 
rdM^KKh^^rdl yrddlOdfd 3Jc*FrTcJTft 3lfdNd<d sTcftfa? 

15. 'If so, how can there be adhyasa of an observable or its features on the 
inner Self which is not an observable? All do adhyasa of an observable on 
another observable perceived in front. You also assert unobservability of the 
Self/ 

(15.1) Earlier, after defining adhyasa, its feature was described as 'the dharma of 
one superimposed on another'. Two examples were given, one for each of the two 
adhyasas. But when these examples are used to explain the adhyasa of the ksetra on 
ksetrajha, then two objections are raised: In the shell-silver example, both shell and 
silver are pratyaksa. Therefore, while seeing the shell, the adhyasa of silver on it is 
possible. But the pratyagatman prajha, unlike the shell, is not available for pratyaksa. 
Therefore, the adhyasa of ksetra on ksetrajha is not possible. This is the first objection. 
The second objection is as follows: The pratyagatman is not a visaya but only the 
visayi. He is unrelated to all visayas. Therefore, adhyasa is not possible. 

3^1 3 tTTcRT 3TfWT: 

yciwicMyffi<A:i 

16. The reply is - Not unobservable as a rule because, it is the well known 
experience of everyone that he is an object of I-awareness. 

(16.1) The siddhanti answers: The objection that because the prajha is not a visaya 

and therefore adhyasa is not possible, is taken up first. It is true that prajha is the 
visayi and not a visaya - but not as a rule; because, prajha is being known through 'I 
- awareness'. It is true that in susupti there is no awareness of any type. Therefore, 
when anyone is asked, 'How were you in susupti ?' He would only say 'I do not 
know'. Indra also said: ‘ umr 4 ivqn' 4Hifd sm 3Tfhr ffa ^fr iicwrln i 
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IcHiyiHd^ OTTrfr 'iT^frT I iPh ’ - At that time he does not know himself nor 

other things. He gets destroyed. I do not see anything useful here (Ca. 8.11.1). Indra 
is very intelligent. Therefore, he said to Prajapati: 'He is not understanding anything' 
etc., making prajna an object. But ordinary people say, 'I did not know anything', 
making prajna an object non-different from oneself. That is, the prajna who is not an 
object for 'I-awareness', is made an object of 'I-awareness'.Thus, prajna for the very 
intelligent is knowable only, but for the unintelligent, he is the knower and also a 
knowable. Irrespective of the fact that one is intelligent or not, the prajna is in the 
immediate awareness of both. He is aparoksa, i.e., neither directly perceived as an 
object nor indirectly conjectured; but well known as the inside Self. 

(16.2) Question: How can prajna, who is the knower, become a known? 

Answer: The jiva does not know the prajna clearly though he is himself, jroa 
identifies himself as the knower only through his activity of knowing during 
wakefulness or dreams and enjoys material pleasures or their memories 
respectively. In susupti, there is neither the activity of knowing nor the activity of 
enjoying. Therefore, he gets the feeling that he does not exist or is destroyed. 
Actually, knowership in the absence of the activity of knowing and being blissfully 
happy in the absence of the activity of enjoyment are his natures. Not knowing 
this, and accustomed to his adhydsa in the buddhi, he grasps himself negatively in 
susupti through non-action saying 'I did not know anything. I slept happily'*. 

An example for this is as follows: When a person loses his eyes, he will be 
seeing the loss of the eyes and the consequent loss of the activity of seeing. But due 
to his habit of the superimposition of the eyes on himself he says: 'I am blind, I 
cannot see'. In the same way, when he is awake, he understands himself in susupti 
negatively through inaction because of not knowing his inherent nature. As a result 
of making himself a knowable object in this way, the adhyasa of the body etc. on 
himself is possible. 

^ f^PT: Tier fm$( f^TRmT 3T^fkMci|- 

Mri 37% 3nwt wit: drwGdddifd ar^^iPd i 

17. (And) there is no rule that an observable can be superimposed only on 

*In this way he superimposes knowership and enjoyership on the prajna, who is 
actually neither knower nor enjoyer. 
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an observable perceived in front; children do adhyasa of (a) surface and 
impurity on the sky even though the sky is not perceived in front. 

(17.1) Even if the adhisthana is not pratyaksa, adhyasa is possible. For example, 
akasa has no shape or colour; so, unlike the shell it is not pratyaksa. Without any 
upadhi (like air), akasa is not an object for the ear also. Yet, ignorant people 
superimpose on the akasa a blue color and the shape of an inverted hemisphere. In 
actuality, when dust, smoke etc. present in the akasa scatter the sunlight, only then 
does the predominant blue color become visible (Ma. Ka. 3.8). Then, just like a 
transparent crystal appears blue because of a blue flower in the background, this 
scattered blue color makes the colourless akasa seem blue. Ignorant people then 
understand the akasa to be blue. This is adhyasa because it is actually not blue. 
Similarly, though the akasa appears like an inverted hemisphere, it has actually no 
shape. Therefore, that akasa is like an inverted hemisphere is also adhyasa only. 

^ 6 . TTcPT JWTTrlRTfa 3Rl?lTTSmTT: I 

18. In this way, there is no contradiction in the adhyasa of the non-Self on 
the inner-Self. 

(18.1) Two objections had been raised about adhyasa on the pratyagatman. They 
are: That pratyagatman is not a visaya and that he is not pratyaksa —and so adhyasa is 
not possible. After refuting them, it was proved that the adhyasa of anatman in prajha 
is possible. Here, anatman means the ksetra of body etc, distinctly different from the 
prajha. 

rTTfcTtr TicT oTSFT 3TSJTTTT 3)Mfd dfe^d ^ 

i rT?r *rf?r d«^d ^Tot ctt 

ariipn^iTTfti ? 1W1 

19. Scholars consider adhyasa of this nature as avidyd. Recognition of its 
distinctiveness and the determination of the nature of that thing—they call as 
vidya. This being so, where there is adhyasa of one on another, even an iota of 
the good or the bad of the one does not stick to the other. 

(19.1) The ajhdna of the shell is the cause of the adhyasa of silver in it. In the 
same way, it is the ajhdna of the adhisthana which is the cause of adhyasa anywhere. 
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Adhyasa is the effect of this ajhdna. But here adhyasa itself is called avidyd. How is it 
possible? It is like this: Just as an act of madness is also called madness, many 
times a kdrya is often given the name of its karana. It is in this sense that adhyasa has 
been called avidyd here. However, when it is said that avidyd is the karana of adhyasa, 
it does not mean that it is the nimitta or upaddna ; the word karana is used in the sense 
of reason. Because of the reason that the inherent nature of the adhisthdna is unknown, 
one wrongly understands it on the basis of some similarity. Not knowing the 
inherent nature of the adhisthdna is ajnana - the absence of the knowledge of its 
inherent nature. This ajhdna is lost with the knowledge of the adhisthdna ; with this 
the adhyasa is also lost. Bhasyakara conveys this as follows: ■prrnrra: 

Pcf-hWH ciT3T3TFm ffrT, *rd %rRT 7TFR Tjcj Pfcfr4r) ’ - Whether it is the absence of 
jhdna, or doubtful jhdna, or wrong jhdna, whichever of these is called ajhdna, all of 
them are destroyed by jhdna only (Br Bh 3.3.1). Her ejhdndbhdva is the literal meaning 
of the word ajhdna, that it is jhana-virodhi is its intended meaning. Further, ajhdna 
and avidyd are one and the same. ‘ wu yfadFfl % snrra.- ’ - Vidya pratiyogi is avidyd' 
(Taittriya Bhasya Introduction). 

( 19 . 2 ) Next, determination of the swarupa of the object is vidya. Now which is 
the object spoken of here? That which is the adhisthdna for adhyasa. In the first adhyasa, 
prdjha is the adhisthdna, in the reverse adhyasa, jagat is the adhisthdna. Both these are 
the same Atman. He is the object whose swarupa is to be known to get rid of adhyasa. 
Jagat and prdjha i.e. ksetra and ksetrajha, are both two forms of this same Atman. 
These forms are not superimposed by the ksterajha on the atman; it is impossible for 
the jiva to do adhyasa in Atman. This will be discussed later (section 25.1). These 
two are forms willingly taken up by Atman for the bhoga and apavarga of ksetrajha. 
Ksetra is kdrya-rupa, while ksetrajha is akdrya-rupa. Just as clay appears in the form of 
pots etc, Atman manifesting through forms is ksetra. Just as clay continues to be 
clay though appearing in the form of pots etc, ksetra continues to be Atman though 
appearing with forms. 

Further, ksetrajha is the manifestation of Atman, conditioned by the upadhi of 
prana. Just as the crystal continues to be transparent though appearing as coloured 
because of the upadhi of a flower, ksetrajha is indeed nirupddhik-dtman, though 
appearing otherwise in association with upadhi. This ksetrajha has done the adhyasa 
of the distinctly different ksetra on himself, due to avidyd. This is clearly visible in 
his activities during jdgrat and swapna. In susupti there is no adhyasa because there is 
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no connection of the ksetrajna with the ksetra. ‘ 3TR*FTT wr -hm— i: tftjtrtcF 

U#<rfHri 4 IU^m4i :M'l'ri ebTojRi ^rfa’ - During susupti (the jiva) is totally 
contented because he is merged in his own sad-atman. Therefore, he is free from all 
faults which appear in jdgrat and swapna due to his association with visaya and 
indriyas (Ca. Bh. 8.3.4). However, the absence of the vidyd that he is Atman remains. 
For obtaining the jhdna of Atman, this is the only obstruction. * rTr^r BTyfadtuirraTTu % 
df^T WqTcd PiPhtih ’ - The only reason for prdjnatva is the ignorance of tattva (Ma. Ka. 
Bh. 1.11). The moment he understands that he is Atman through sravana, manana 
and nididhysdna of sastra sentences, his prdjnatva is also lost. This is the vidyd of 
vastu-swarupa-avadharana discussed here. 

Question: Is not agrahana (absence of vidyd), a ksetradharma ? How can there be 
agrahana in the ksetrajna who is not at all connected with the ksetra ? 

Answer: ‘ FuWrf^jui: bPffiwi: ^rnj: srarar^r ’ - 

The pratyayas of lack of knowledge, wrong knowledge and doubtful knowledge 
are all dharmas of some karanas only and not of ksetrajna. Not only this. The 
vidydpratyaya which is the destroyer of all these three types of avidyd, is also a dharma 
of the ksetra (G. Bh. 2.21), because it is obtained only through the mind 
(Br.Bh. 4.4.16). 

Objection: “No. Avidyd is of ksetrajna. Since he is the jndta of vidyd, avidyd has to 
be his. For example, when one is unable to see an object in front, he understands 
that he is blind. Similarly, ksetrajna who is in grief is the one who is having avidyd.'' 

Clarification: It is not like that because, the cause for not seeing the object 
could be different. If the knower is to be decided as blind when an object in front is 
not being seen, the connection of the knower with the object is to be determined by 
the knower himself. It cannot be determined by some other knower. When he is 
engaged in looking at the object, he cannot simultaneously determine his connection 
with it also. So, it is not possible to conclude that the knower is blind. If he wants to 
infer his blindness he must simultaneously engage himself in looking at the eye 
and his own connection with it. This is again not possible. So, he has to take the 
next steps of simultaneously engaging himself in seeing the mind and his connection 
with it, the buddhi and his connection with it and so on. This is an endless regression. 
To avoid it, he has to concede that he is always the seer and the cause for not seeing 
the object lies somewhere only in the ksetra. Nevertheless, as long as adhydsa is 
present in his jdgrat and swapna, agrahana in ksetrajna is accepted. (G.Bh. 13.2) 
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(19.3) Next point we note is this: Just as the shell remains undefiled by the 
adhyasa of silver in it, the andtman's adhyasa does not bring about even a tinge of 
defilement in the swarupa of pmtyagdtman. That is, the faults of anrtatva, jadatva and 
parichinatva of the anatman do not even touch the pmtyagdtman. Similarly, in the 
reverse case, the adhyasa of the dharmas of the pmtyagdtman on the andtmabuddhi and 
outside objects does not bring atmatva in them. That is, the anandamayatva and jhdtrva 
of the pmtyagdtman are not acquired by them. 


3 °. <rfcnr srf^nwr 3iichHich^RrArUisznTr yyiuiyrjd 

oUcl^KI TTfTTT: I Uc|[fu| W Vllhilfui I 

yhiunft viifenfui ^ ^f?r? 

3Tf WftTRR TflrT^T I ^ f| $R*dlfil| 

3T^qT^FT JJ^T^IlRcilcl^K: TWcrfal q ^ arfST^RiRT^JT ^^|U|i cdJd^K: 
^T^raf?TI ^ 3RSd*dldHTT^T cRf^RT cillfyd^l ^ ^ TTrrfFR 


3mf?T 37TR^T 3TTcJR: jnTf^^n^l ^ ^ yrn^RT^T 5TtTM-y^RuRd I 
rTFffir ^id^i^ci y^r^tRr yyiunfn viI'NiHji wi 

20. All worldly and Vedic activities involving the valid means of 
knowledge ( pramana ) and the corresponding objects ( prameya ) are indulged 
only presupposing this mutual superimposition called avidya ; so also the 
sastras - scriptures - dealing with injunction (vidhi), prohibition ( nisedha ) and 
emanicipation ( moksa ). How again, pramdnas like pratyaksa —direct perception 
etc. and sastras are matters applicable (only) to one with avidya ?' We say: 
pramdnas do not work in the case of one who cannot have knowership, because 
of the lack of conceit of T and 'mine' in the body, in the sense organs etc. 
Activity of direct perception etc. is not possible without employing the sense 
organs. Sense organs cannot function without the body. (Therefore) no one 
without adhyasa (in them) can function through the body. When none of these 
is present, the unattached Atman cannot become a knower. Without the 
knower, the pramana cannot function. Therefore, pramdnas such as direct 
perception etc. and the sastra are matters related only to one with avidya. 
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20.1 The purpose of this section is to show that all vyavahara takes place only 
on the basis of adhyasa. Adhyasa of what on whom? ‘sniduszrnT: ’ - of the 
Atman on the anatman and conversely'. Here it is very clear that the Atman is ksetrajna 
and the anatman is ksetra. ‘ yv^Jiivqfn Tigris yr^cfd ’ - Like 

the word cow etc, the word Atman without any prefix refers only to pratyagdtman' 
(Ca. Bh. 6.8.7). In phrases like Atma-anatma viveka etc the same rule applies. The 
literal meaning of Atman without a prefix cannot refer to the Suddhbtman because, 
being sarvdtman there is nothing like anatman for him. Every vyavahara, is meant for 
hdna —i.e. rejecting something disliked or updddna —obtaining something which is 
liked. One who does not have such desires, will not be engaging himself in any 
vyavahara. Before starting a vyavahara, one has to first decide through pramdna what 
is heya (that which is to be rejected) and upddeya (to be accepted). The one who 
takes decision about the prameya on the basis of the pramdna is called the pramdta. 
Pramdtrtva (sense of being the pramdta ) is bom out of adhyasa only. How? In this 
way: The one who does adhyasa of karanakriya (activity of the karanas like eyes, ears 
mind etc) on himself is the pramdta who says 'I saw, I heard, I decided' etc. That is, 
only one who has abhimana (attachment to the body, senses and buddhi) can alone 
become the pramdta. The ksetrajna’s abhimana in the ksetra is adhyasa —the union of 
ksetra and ksetrajna. This is the basis of all vyavahara. That is why all vyavahara is 
avidyaka (due to avidya). Therefore, they are only for the ignorant. Later, by comparing 
with the behavior of beasts, that the vyavahara of human beings is also avidyaka is 
reinforced.* 

iiydlRfasr ^PdVlNIdJ W % MVdKd: VKlRfa: $sft?TT^TT 
*rf?r cRft fadcM, ^ yckMi w 

diiadcM 1JWT TTT j^dfWfd ff?T ^Rd^U| 

Tlcffcn tycf 3Tfcr 

31lsb>ld: ^^llildcb'lld N dHc|d: rfcff d<1 dJJcR^h 

3TcT: TPTPT: WlRR*: yhlU|yi|i| cild^K: I MVdKldi W 


*In this paragraph of the Bhdsya, the meaning of the word vyutpanna-cittah is 
'intelligent people with discriminating ability' and not jhdnis - as some say - because of 
their similarity with beasts in their behavioral pattern. 
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3^cb^WU: JRSTgnf^ cild^K: I c^qf%ir?Tmftr 

JRSTS^ cild^K: drcbld: MR: ^f?T 

21. Also because not being different from beasts etc. Just like when the 
ears etc. come into contact with sound etc. if the cognition of sound etc. is 
unfavourable they withdraw from it and if the sound is favorable they proceed 
towards it, just as (when) they see a man with a raised stick in hand they run 
away thinking 'he desires to kill me', but approach him when they see him 
with his hand full of green grass. In the same way, men - even the intelligent - 
recede in the presence of shouting sturdy (people) of fierce looks with raised 
swords, but approach men of opposite nature. Therefore, the pramana-prameya 
activity of men is the same as that of the beasts. It is well-known that the 
activity of beasts with regard to direct perception etc, is without discrimination. 
Because of this apparent similarity, it can be concluded that during the activity 
of pratyaksa etc of even wise people, the vyavahara is the same. 

(21.1) Question: If all vyavahara is due to avidya, how to explain the vyavahara 
that is seen in a jhdni ? 

Answer: It happens through prakrti and not due to avidya. ‘ BfJjyirfajcbi 

tfcJebTiieb't'ui faswreb'ftvi tftuicfi rN'cfj rMeb^cfifi r^rrr> cri - The prakrti 

of three gunas modifies into the shapes of all the karya, karana and objects and 
manifests as the body, indriyas etc for man's worldly enjoyment and moksa (G. Bh. 
Introduction to 13th Chapter). ‘aTcm qifrfcbifH ebwrfa wa.- ^rtarlrT wraT^rm ircj xym 
^arfriwrafr aaa: ’ - The physical karanas of the body are created along with the creation 
of the other objects (Su. Bh 2.3.15). Some people say that the karanas are made of 
tanmatras. This is not correct. The tanmdtras belong to prakrti, while the karanas are 
products of the trivrtkrta vikrti. 'Karana and visaya belong to same category, not to 
different categories' (Br. Bh. 2.4.11). That is why the karanas interact only with their 
respective visayas. When the anrta rupa and the anrta netra come in contact, the anrta 
pratyaya of the rupa is bom in anrta buddhi. The pratyayas of sabda etc are also born in 
the same way. This is an activity of the prakrti, not of the purusa. Prakrtistha purusa 
i.e. one who thinks he is the prakrti, i.e. the one having avidya —considers himself a 
pramata. But the jhdni understands that ‘ sP^aiPui c*hA ffa aoaV - The indriyas 
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are interacting with their corresponding objects (Gita 3.28), and remains as a witness 
for this action. This means that the vyavahara in his body happens without his 
doership. * c'flcKoijcfgR wwp-fdmH g hTFck^: 3Trfrfcm^% f^TdHrdi uwfirrcRrrf ^rafrr mjto 
U yii'MyHiui^rirH 3Hchdl ttu’ - Since it appears as the vyavahara of common people, in 
their view, while roaming around for his bhiksa, he too is a doer; But in his personal 
realization brought about by the sdstra pramdna he is a non-doer only (G. Bh. 4.22). 

21.2 In this way, prakrti is the cause for the execution of karma. Further, how the 
motivation for starting an action is produced in his karanas is to be told. Motivation 
to initiate karma is due to his prarabdha. cb'4vi: 

3Tftr TT^frT: Ur^H.-cbMHrH cdcUU-H: cf^T: iJeMEcflfd wfWcTa’ - The 

prarabdha that is the cause for the body, surely brings about its fruit even though 
there is right knowledge and that is responsible for the motivation seen in his 
speech, mind and body. This is because the karma is more powerful like a released 
arrow (Br.Bh. 1.4.7). 

(21.3) Question: Since motivation is caused by avidya, can it be said that there 
is a remnant of avidya in jhdni? 

Answer: It is not so. In the case of the jhdni, the motivation occurs only in his 
karanas; not in him. As long as the momentum of prarabdha exists - i.e., till the present 
body falls off—the vyavahara, which is ksetra dharma continues. Seeing this, if others 
think that he may not have Atma-jhdna, it is meaningless, 

dyurrui wvr -gfostaj wm? sjfcTPjfcTtj inm iru fwsra’ - 

How can some other person deny the coexistence of Brahman- realization with the 
bodily activity which is his personal experience. It is precisely this situation that is 
explained as the features of sthithaprajha in srutis and smrtis (Su. Bh. 4.1.15). 

(21.4) In this way in vyavahara, whether it is a jhdni or an ajhani, pravrtti and 
prakrti both are there. What is the contribution of each and how much? To decide 
this we move forward. Pravrtti is the cause for starting of any karma. But for the 
karma to happen, prakrti is the cause. That is for the karma, pravrtti is the nimitta 
kdrana (essential cause) and prakrti is the updddna kdrana (material cause). Avidya 
produces pravrtti in the form 'I have to do this karma' and, when the karma is over, it 
generates kartrtwa (doership) in the form 'I have done this karma'. But during the 
process when karma is being done avidya is not be the cause, since any karya takes 
place because of prakrti. ‘ U<£>rl: Ish^HiuuPi cb^ffui 1snpr ijfct 
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(Gita 3.27). Therefore, a sddhaka has to decide on the basis of the s dstras which 
karma is worth doing yuW TPTPrf % <*) i a f ch i 4ca 3 H-UriT ’ (Gital6.24). Then for that 

karma, he has to become only the nimitta (instrument to carry it out) ‘ PiIhtihH itu’ 
(Gita 11.33). He should not be attached to the fruits of the karma ‘tit eb+imHs^pf: ’ (Gita 
2.47). As a result of this he gains citta suddhi (purity of mind, buddhi and citta) which 
prepares the way for his obtaining vidya. 

(21.5) In this way both avidya and prakrti are jointly responsible for any activity. 
This combination, whether in the activity of jiva or Iswara, is called avidyd-laksana 
prakrti (G. Bh 5.14). Referring to Iswara's activity of creation etc, it is also called 
avidya-samyukta prakrti i.e. avidya coupled with prakrti ‘ arsjcRm’ (G. Bh. 

7.4). Iswara does not have pravrtti because He has no avidya. Therefore, sruti says - 
‘3PFT TlcHirH'ii oaicb^cnlui' - I will create the names and forms by 

entering into the jiva-atman' (Ca. 6.3.2). Thus getting pravrtti through jiva, Iswara 
handles the activity of creation etc. This combination of jiva's avidya with may a is 
known as Iswara's ahamkara. Incidentally, this demonstrates that avidya and prakrti 
are not synonymous. 

By now it has been established that all worldly activities ( vyavahdra ) are based 
on avidya. But, the Vedic activities are of a different type; i.e. they are based on an 
awareness that the ksetrajna is different from the ksetra. In the next section it is 
demonstrated that though it is of a different type, even Vedic activities are based 
on avidya. 


3 3. Vilalii 3 cilchh} ^McfcbKl q 31 [clfd^l 3TT?IR: Mldlch- 
wnr srfiifsbiirj, qsnfq q ^RT^rq swreracfaq 3^q 
3TWft 3TTrqq^q 3Tfsra7T^ 31^M^qid 3TfsiqnT fafrsn^ll JTlcRr 

WSTT qdlrhld^MId^ JJchfhH 3lfaaic|felMrci Hlfdd^l qSTT f| 

yilhnfui 3TT?qfq ^Tqf^lWTtSci^iifd fg^qrssrmq 

3Tlf9RT 


22. It is true, that one who does not know that he can have contact with 
other worlds, could get the eligibility to do scriptural activities intentionally. 
Nevertheless, the eligibility does not require (the knowledge of) the essence 
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Atman known only through Vedanta which transcends hunger etc, is free from 
differentiations of Brahmana Ksatriya etc, free from birth and death—because, 
it is not useful and also opposed to the eligibility (for doing karma). Sastras 
which operate earlier to the knowledge of the Atman, cannot be the topic of 
one other than the ignorant. That is why sastras like 'Brahmana shall do yajna' 
etc proceeds on the basis of adhyasa in the Atman like caste, state of life, age, 
condition etc. 

(22.1) It is very clear that adhyasa in the body is responsible for all worldly 
activities because they are based on the desire for woman, home etc. But in Vedic 
activities it is not so; there is some difference. For activities prescribed by the sruti 
like Jyotistoma etc done with the desire of heaven etc and activities prescribed by 
the smrtis like sraddha, tarpana etc done with desire of pitr-loka etc, are based on the 
faith that one is different from the body. This is a faith developed on the basis of 
sastra. But, that one is different from the body is actually experienced in susupti. 
Just as adhyasa continues after waking up inspite of the experience of susupti, it 
continues even for him who is having this faith. For that matter, the desire for a 
superior body which gives greater pleasure and comforts is the basis for performing 
the activities prescribed by sruti and smrti. With a resolution to obtain szvarga etc 
one does these activities intentionally. For such people, sastras prescribe a karma 
for each such desire. The competence for karma is prescribed like this - ‘ 3rsff 
fa&i*iyu^ui srfh’pjsra: ’ - One who is desirous of the fruit, capable of performing the 
karma, knows the correct procedures to be followed and one not prohibited by the 
sastra, can perform that particular karma. 

Therefore, karma is based on differences like one's varna (brahmana etc), dsrama 
(brahmacarya etc), one's age, situation etc. For example, a widower is not competent 
to do many of these activities. A brahmana cannot do the Rajasuya yajna etc. Therefore, 
Vedic karma is also based on avidya, i.e. it is meant only for one who has avidya. 
Atma-vidya is not useful for karma. It is indeed even against karma. There is meaning 
for karma till he has not understood that he is the Atman, which is known only 
through the Upanisads, which is free from the problems of the body like hunger 
etc, above the differences of brahmana, ksatriya etc and free from worldly life; not 
after he has understood the Atman. To grasp the meaning of these statements, it is 
sufficient to remember the features of prajha during susupti. Fie has no instruments. 
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no coming and going and he is brimful of dnanda. How can he do karma ? Why 
would he do it? In this way, when one is becoming free from karma even by staying 
in prdjhatva, how is it possible to have any connection with karma, when one stays 
in the Atman who is saksi even for the prdjna. It is impossible. 

(22.2) Next is about niskdma karma. Karma done with desire strengthens adhydsa; 
conversely, karma done without desire helps to destroy adhydsa. Karma done without 
a desire to enjoy its fruit and done exclusively for pleasing Fswara bestows the 
grace of Iszvara which is absolutely necessary for Atma-vidyd. From this results 
vairdgya. Later on, sdstras prescribe dhyana karma as internal sddhana. Though niskdma 
karma and dhyana both are karma, they purify the buddhi and facilitate the obtaining 
of knowledge. In this way, whatever the karma, it concerns only the one with avidyd; 
not the one having vidyd. 

33. 3TrrfFR rTgfe TT ^11#^ 

flcbc^ cTT facbrl: TTcFcTt aTT^T srqfr 3TSA|^fd I cTSTT 

fdWlftl TTE^lfq WFTjfa ^ ^f?T| rTSTT 
cfTM: ^=cft®T: crfsiT: ff?Tl cfSTT 37^T:cRTJT sPTfa 

cftpt f%f%rfe^FTT ttcpt 

3T^:cMU||f^ 3TSF2Tf?TI 

23. We said that adhydsa is the cognition as 'that' which it is not. It is like: 
features of persons outside, like son, wife etc who are ill or well are 
superimposed on himself (and he says) 'I am myself ill or well'. Similarly, the 
features of the body in 'I am fat', 'I am lean', 'I am fair', 'I stand', 'I go', 'I 
jump'. Similarly, the features of the senses in 'I am dumb, one-eyed, impotent, 
deaf, blind'. Similarly, the features of the internal organ viz desire, resolve, 
doubt, determination. In this way, imposes the 'conceited I' on the inner Atman 
which is the witness of all his thoughts and in the reverse way, superimposes 
the all-witnessing inner Atman on the internal organs etc. 

(23.1) {In this section, Bhasyakara is pinpointing the adhyasta, the adhisthana 
and the adhyasaka in the adhyasas of ksetra in ksetrajha and of ksetrajha in ksetra}. 
Concluding the discussion on the adhydsa which is done in prdjna, Bhasyakara 
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describes its variety step by step starting from the outside son, wife etc, who literally 
belong to the yusmat-pratyaya-gocara class, to the innermost antahkarana. 'Who is 
doing this adhyasa ?' The aharh-pratyayi. 'In whom is he doing it?' In the pratyagdtman. 
'Who are these two ( aharh-pratyayi and pratyag-dtman )? People have imagined that 
ahamkdra is the aham-pratyayi and pratyag-dtman is the Suddha-dtman. To justify their 
imagina-tion, they are putting forward peculiar arguments. Obviously, they are 
not agreeing with the sentences of the Bhasya. So, their imaginations are plainly 
wrong. Though it is true that the aham-pratyaya appears in the antahakarana, the 
latter cannot itself become the aham-pratyayi because it is jada. 'Them who is the 
aharh-pratyayi?'—Atasmin tadbuddhih adhyasa. 'The buddhi of that which it is not is 
adhyasa'. This is a mithya pratyaya. It is born in the antahakarana. Therefore, the 
ksetrajha who is having the upddhi of the antahkarana with this pratyaya is the aham- 
pratyayi. Since all these pratyayas are occurring in jagrat, he is the bahisprajha. It is he 
who is doing adhyasa. 'In whom?' In the asesa-svapracdra-sdksi pratyagdtman. 'What is 
swapracara ?' Mithya pratyayas are freely coming and going in the antahkarana. This 
free movement is pracara. The aham-pratyayi considers the antahkarana to be himself. 
Therefore, the bahisprajha's desire, volition and doubt is the swapracara —his own 
pracara. To say that the pratydgatman, who is the sdksi to this is Atman, is not correct 
because a witness needs something different from him which is to be witnessed. 
But there is nothing different from the Atman ; everything is Atman only. Therefore, 
Atman cannot be sdksi. Not only this; starting from the external son, wife etc. when 
Bhasyakara is telling in a sequence the body, the indriyas, the antahakarana, and 
then pointing out that the pratyagdtman is the saksi for all these, then suddenly to 
jump to the Suddhdtman skipping the prdjha is not proper also. Prdjha is the sdksi i.e. 
the bahisprajha is doing adhyasa of himself in the prdjha. 'How is he doing it?' He 
does it by saying: 'I am the knower. I am prdjha. But during susnpti, there was no 
antahkarana. Therefore, I did not know anything at that time.' If he had slept leaving 
his connection with the karanas intentionally out of his own will, then prdjha could 
have been the knower; but it is not so. The karanas, which cannot even touch prdjha, 
have dropped out by themselves. Therefore, to ascribe knowership to prdjha is not 
correct. 'Then, how does sastra ascribe knowership to him?' Following the adhyasa 
done by the bahisprajha due to avidya it tells so for the purpose of teaching. Prdjha is 
indeed Atman only; but avidya is the only obstacle in obtaining this knowledge of 
the oneness of Atman. Due to avidya, the knowership without the action of knowing 
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is superimposed on prajha. Had the bahisprajha analyzed using presumption 
(arthapatti) like this: 'Knower should obviously have jhdna to know anything. Yet if 
I did not know anything during susupti, what could be the reason? Is it the absence 
of antahkarana or something else?' Then with the help of the sastra, he would have 
realized the oneness of Atman beyond knowership. But how can the fool who sees 
pleasure in adhyasa have a peaceful mind necessary to do this higher thinking? 

JJckfcb: flchddlchJdntl^T: I 37^T 3R$f i^|U||4| 

^RTT 3TT?«Rh W W SRTtTsf: ^ cRm 3T^TT 

VIK'Uebnlnwwi 

24. In this way, the adhyasa of the nature of an illusory cognition which 
has no beginning, no end, is natural, causing doership and enjoyership, is 
directly noticed by all. It is for the destruction of this cause of all meaningless 
nonsense by providing the vidya of the oneness of Atman that all the Vedantas 
start off. That this is the purport of all the Vedantas, we will demonstrate in 
this Sdnraka Mimamsa. 

(24.1) After having shown the swarupa of adhyasa, Bhasyakara is now showing 
the swarupa of vidya which destroys adhyasa. Here adhyasa is said to be beginningless. 
'How?' analyzing one's own experience of susupti the fault of adhyasa is easily 
understood. Therefore, experience is the pramdna for adhyasa. Karma is due to adhyasa 
and birth is because of karma. Therefore, the karma of the previous lives is the cause 
of the present birth. The previous lives' karma is also due to adhyasa. In this way, 
however far one may go back, adhyasa is seen to be present. Therefore, adhyasa is 
both known by pramdna and is also beginningless. It is also endless. 'How is it 
endless? Is it not destroyed by the vidya of the oneness of Atman?' Some people 
answer this question by saying that endless means till one gets jhdna. This is not 
correct because it does not agree with the meaning of the word endless’. Even 
though someone loses avidya by vidya, others still continue to have it. Therefore it 
is endless. 

'Will adhyasa not come to an end when everyone has obtained vidya?' Such a 
thing can never happen; because, the number oijwas is infinite - ‘ 3Tsf "U ■h^iFui 
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"cT 3FT^Trf4 % yifui STPR^TRr’ - He is himself ten, thousands, many, infinite; 
because living beings are infinite (Br. Bh. 2.5.19). ‘?RT TUTtFfh 

FiFc^h’ - Hundreds, thousands, lakhs, crores, infinite jivas are placed in him (Atharva 
Samhita 10.8.24), says the sruti. Therefore, though many jivas get liberated by vidyd, 
the unliberated continue to exist. Tf all jivas are liberated at once?' This is not 
possible. Had it been possible, it would have already happened in the infinite 
time that has already passed. Therefore, /s war a will continue giving births to the 
jivas with avidya, who will always continue to be there in the world. This takes 
place due to His may a. Therefore, just as adhyasa is beginningless and endless, 
mdyd too should be beginningless and endless. 

Naisargika means natural; because it is beginningless it has to be natural. 

Sakala-loka pratyaksa: This adhyasa is pratyaksa i.e., directly perceived because, 
as already said, experience being the pramdna for adhyasa, it is immediately 
understood. This is not possible if Suddhatman is kept in place of pratyagdtman. 

Atma-Ekdtva-Vidyd-Pratipattih: Adhyasa is destroyed only with this. This is 
because: Adhyasa is the buddhi of that which it is not. Therefore, adhyasa expects the 
duality of 'that' and 'not that'. Here ksetrajha is 'that' and ksetra is 'not that'. In the 
reverse adhyasa these also get reversed. Since both these are previously seen things 
(j purva-drsta ) there is scope for adhyasa. But not so in the case of suddha-dtman. Both 
'that' and 'not that' are Atman. ‘ if^rifr^cbi'JTRT FcmFafciewriTPT wl^rffifccrfW^Jifi ’ - 

Vijhdna spandita is the manifestation of the knower and the known, i.e. the immovable 
Atman himself appears as these two due to avidya (Ma.Ka.Bh.4.47). Therefore, one 
who understands that he is Atman has no duality. Therefore, there is no adhyasa. 
Therefore, there is no karma. Therefore, there is no birth. This Atman who is 
synonymous with moksa is to be understood only through the Upanisads. He is 
Aupanisada Purusa. The beginning of Veda is karma kanda, which addresses people 
with adhyasa. The end part of Veda, i.e., Vedanta are the Upanisads. These are 
addressed to those who want to destroy their adhyasa. Knowing that this Atman is 
oneself is moksa. 

Sanraka means the jiva who has accepted the sarira i.e. the body as himself. 
Mimamsa means a sacred discussion. It is sacred because it is a discussion about 
Brahman. The purport of Sariraka Mimamsa is this: In the first two chapters known as 
samanvaya and avirodha respectively, it is established that ksetra is Brahman. In the 
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third chapter entitled sddhana it is shown that ksetrajna is also the same Brahman and 
it also tells about updsands helpful in getting this knowledge. In the last chapter of 
phala, the fruit and features of moksa are discussed. 

(24.2) The steps taken by the Sdnraka Mimamsa to convey the knowledge of the 
oneness of Atman are as follows: Through a critical analysis of adhydsa the ksetrajna 
is separated from the ksetra. With this, the meaning of the word twain 'you' in the 
ultimate lesson Tat-tivam-asi is determined to be the pratyagdtman who is prajha. It is 
everyone's experience that prajha does not know who he is. To make one realize 
this fault is the first step. 

Similarly, the essence of the jagat is to be taught, separating the ksetra jagat 
from its features of chang e(anrtatva), inertia {jadatva ) and finiteness ( parichinatva ). 
For this purpose, the sruti gives the example of pot, clay etc to show the cause- 
effect relationship between this essence and the jagat. The features of change etc 
are seen in jagat through the forms which are mere words— vdcdrambhana. These 
forms are an effect, and their cause can only be determined through themselves; 
there is no other way. What are the features of the cause? There are no features of 
the effect in the cause. To get the knowledge of the cause, it is not possible to 
destroy the effect nor is it meaningful to say that one should wait till it gets 
destroyed on its own. Therefore, even when the effect is visible the cause hidden 
in it has to be separated from the features of the effect. What is meant by 'separating 
it?' 

It means that through the sruti pramdna one has to understand that the visible 
form should also be the cause itself; otherwise it cannot come into existence at all - 
* cbwfcbidsfg cFFnJTPT 37T<q*£T Hof (Su. Bh. 2.1.18). This is the non¬ 

difference of cause and effect. The asymmetry in this law has to be noted. Namely 
‘ 3TTOn=fsftr chf4chiJ U|ifi ; cbTiffM cbHUTWrei, ^ cj ebTfurw cbMlrUrefH’ - Though non-difference 
of effect-cause is told, effect is of the form of cause, but the cause is not of the form 
of the effect (Su. Bh. 2.1.9). This understanding comes from paramarthadrsti, i.e. 
recognizing the effect as nothing but the cause. The moment this understanding is 
obtained, one will understand that ksetra is nothing but its updddna Brahman even 
though the indriyas experience the features of change etc in ksetra. The meaning of 
the word 'tat' in the great sentence tat twam asi is this Brahman. Though pots are 
many, they are all one and the same clay, ‘ fayciH ’ - The whole world is Brahman 
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only (Mu 2.2.12). This Brahman, contrary to the effect, is satyam, jhanarn and anantam. 
After this is determined, one has to realize ‘h-h^IV - You are that (Ca. 6.8.7) through 
nididhyasana. This realization of oneness of Atman is vidyd ‘ UOtrrcKK- 

chH uin ’ - Taking support of the swarupa of the Atman, the sense of 
difference is lost even when seeing the outside forms (G. Bh. 18.50). It is precisely 
this sarvatmabhava —I am everything—that is moksa (Br. 4.3.21). 

Additional Comments on the Adhyasa Bhasya 

(25.1) After this commentary on the Adhyasa Bhasya, some additional comments 
have to be made. The asmat-pratyaya-gocara pratyagdtman told in Adhyasa Bhasya 
cannot be the fourth Suddhatman, i.e. he is not the pratyagdtman who is in the 
experience of the ajhdni. The reason is as follows: FT faf^nfbcTST: ’ - He is to 

be sought after, to be discussed (Ca. 8.7.1). Therefore, he is not purva-drsta, i.e. not 
seen earlier. Therefore, he cannot be recalled by memory, hence he cannot be smrti- 
riipa. iTdA - All this is Atman (Ca. 7.25.2). Therefore, there is nothing other 

than Him. Hence, the sentence defining adhyasa namely smrti-rupa paratra purvadrsta 
avabhdsa ‘ *^(d**M: TTW T'4f9TU'4Trr: ’ - The appearance elsewhere of a recollected form 
of a thing seen before is not applicable to Suddhatman. The Suddhatman is invisible, 
actionless, ungraspable, featureless, unthinkable, indescribable (Ma. 7), i.e. He is 
without any dharma. Therefore, the sentence that 'adhyasa is seeing the dharma of 
one in another' anyatra anya dharma avabhasana is also not applicable to Suddhatman. 
As a rule. He is visayi and never visaya . He never becomes visaya for anybody. 7J 
ffw: wm-. tt : 3frritrffcfw ’ - The use of 

the suffix 'iti' for the word Atman is intended to remind that really either the word 
Atman or the dtma-pratyaya cannot represent an object (Br. Bh. 1.4.7). One who is not 
an object even for a jhdnl, how can He become an object of 'I—awareness' for the 
ajhdni ? 

Question: 'Due to adhyasa, can he not become an object for 'I—awareness'?' 

Answer: No. For adhyasa, sdmdnya jhdna - just the elementary knowledge of the 
existence of the adhisthana, is necessary. Ajhdni does not have even that. This is the 
unobservability (avisayatvajof the Atman. On the contrary, that everyone has this 
elementary knowledge of the existence of prdjha is a common experience. Therefore, 
only he is asmat pratyaya gocara (object for 'I—awareness'). On the other hand, the 
Atman is his witness. Bhasyakara has said this directly as follows: ‘Tj 3T1W 
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3i^jV“44rciET4reiiri sxi^ETr^ Tict fd'diiivi ffrf ' 5 T; w?r *rrfsrc3FT y^cHrdr^’ - Since Atman 

is an object for 'I—awareness' how is it right to say that He is understood only 
through the Upanisads? Not like that. Because, He is witness even for him (Su. Bh 
1.1.4). In this way, the unobservable (avisaya) Atman is as a rule of the nature of 
light; if He were an visaya He would be of the nature of darkness. 

Further, since He is the fourth * ’ - ekdtma-pratyaya-sdra (Ma. 7) He 

can never be pratyaya gocara. Though the fourth Atman is pratyagdtman also. He is 
not in the experience of the ignorant people. Therefore ‘ ' - pratyagdtma- 

prasiddeh the well-known pratyagdtman' does not apply to Him. Not only that. He is 
not only pratyagdtman; He is sarvdtman, He is everywhere. One easily understands 
when one is told that prdjna is not at all related to the body etc, though one is doing 
adhydsa in the wakeful state. Therefore, adhydsa is obviously known to everybody. 
But if we make the statement that 'adhydsa has occurred in Atman', it can never be 
understood by anybody. Therefore, such adhydsa is not sakala-loka-prtayaksa. Hence, 
this statement does not motivate the seeker to destroy adhydsa; it remains only as 
the imagination of the person saying it. Not only this, in the adhydsa made in the 
reverse direction, the body is the adhisthana and the pratyagdtman is the adhydsta. If 
this pratyagdtman is the fourth Atman there can be no adhydsa of His dharmas on the 
body etc; because He is without any dharma. 'Can't His jhdna and ananda be 
superimposed'? Impossible. They are His swarupa, not dharmas which an ajhdrii can 
see. 

(25.2) In this way, after demonstrating that it is not possible to take the fourth 
Atman in place of pratyagdtman, it is necessary also to discuss what havoc has been 
wrecked on the siddhdnta by doing so. With the assumption of Suddhdtman in the 
place of pratyagdtman, whatever is adhyasta becomes asat - non existent. If this is 
agreed upon, only buddhi, indriyas, body, son, wife etc. being adhyasta in the case of 
prdjna, only that many become non-existent; however the rest of the world like sun, 
moon etc., which are not adhyasta could be saved from going non existent. But in 
the case of Suddhdtman it is not so. Saying that Suddhdtman is the adhisthana and the 
whole world is adhyasta in Him, they assert that the whole world is non-existent. If 
one asks, 'How can it be non existent when it is being known through the indriyas ?' 
They say, 'Just as the serpent seen in the rope is non existent, the world 
superimposed in Atman also is non existent (asat). Therefore, in hundreds of places 
Bhasyakara has referred to the jagat as mithyd, imagined due to avidyd ( avidyd-kalpita ). 
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This is plainly wrong because, taking the same analogy of rope and snake, 
Bhasyakara has explained that the jagat is not asat: - ‘ cT^^RT sTp^jT yjuaaFd ’ - That 
( Brahman ) thought of becoming many and being born. Commenting on this sruti 
sentence he has said—‘^mr Tj^raTcFi^rr, err r^rFd U 4 lvj |V 4 ,R u i ^ifR-ch'lWrM 1 

crff TTcf T^ffcf THTMTcFITTir? 3T=4$£IT J|yj4IU|Vc|lr| ^ 3TH^' ebWFcfd 

^Fc<d ’ - Just as the rope etc. take birth as the conceived serpent etc., similarly, I will 
be bom in many forms. (Objection) If so, the world that is perceived is non existent 
just like the snake perceived in the rope? (Answer) It is not like that. The existent 
( Brahman ) itself appears as another because of the sense of duality. Nothing at any 
time is non existent (Ca. Bh. 6.2.23). 

Therefore, the statement that like the non existent serpent in the rope, the world 
seen is also non existent, is directly opposite to the sruti statement that Brahman 
Itself is standing in the form of the world out of Its own volition and also opposite 
to the Bhasya. When the sruti is saying htcr fSTT artr 3TnfRr’ - Somya! In the 

beginning, this (world) was sat only (Ca. 6.2.1), implying that the world was sat 
even when it was not available for the senses. Does it become asat when it is available 
to the senses? 

Objection: Bhasyakara has clearly said that ‘WTT^^^THPTfq'.... 3mrtf m^dy<md. 
3nd iy iciNi <m .....fb§^ % ’ - There can be no doubt that the world is asat like the world of 
dreams. It is mithya only (Ma. Ka. Bh. 2.7). How do you reconcile this statement? 

Answer: It is true. It is possible to say this after the oneness of the Atman has 
been determined. This is because, the world is not different from this Atman. 
Therefore, there can never be an observable for the Atman. However, the ajhani 
puts forward his doubt after listening to the oneness of Atman, that he is seeing the 
world. If he is seeing it then it must be different from the Atman, because we can 
only see things which are different from us. Hence, it has to be asat. It is asat just 
like the chariots etc. seen in dreams. But before establishing the oneness of Atman 

‘Wdrm tTfd 3Ti%?Tsm i fBF WrT?...TR5r5.....<4 ) 4l Fui.’ - The jagat that is observed is avitatha —not 

mithya,' i.e. it is a transactional reality (Mu.Bh.1.2.1). Jagat will never be lost; it always 
exists, ‘■srerr cFrnri <snr frj tttct h ■srf^rcrtRr tju mM. 3Tfb ^ 

■^TRrcrrfcT’ - Just as Brahman's existence is not affected in either of the three times 
(past, present and future), the existence of the world also is not affected in either of 
the three times (Su Bh 2.1.16). 
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Doubt: If we accept the existence of names and forms, will it not contradict the 
advaita srutis, This is one without a second'. There is not the least multiplicity 
here' etc.? 

Answer: No. This has already been resolved through the example of pot, clay 
etc. Seen from the causal point of view, just as the forms of clay are not different 
from clay, the world of multiplicity is not different from Brahman. On the basis of 
this understanding one gets the realisation, 'This is one without a second'. There 
is not the least multiplicity here' etc. When due to avidyd one is seeing only the 
multiplicity of names and forms then only these transactions occur - , '£T 2 T^ 
..cf^cf^rrwrct 64 cf£R:' (Br. Bh. 3.5.1). 

For the knowledge of 'there is not the least multiplicity here' (Br. 4.4.19), namely 
for the oneness of Brahman, sruti is the pramdna, not the indriyas. For the multiplicity 
of the world, indriyas are the pramdna and not the sruti.' One pramdna does not 
contradict another pramdna, in fact, the other pramdna gives the knowledge of an 
object which cannot be known by the first pramdna' (Br. Bh. 2.1.20). Therefore, for 
the oneness of Brahman taught by sruti, the multiplicity seen through the indriyas 
need not be rejected. What exists all through this multiplicity is only Brahman in 
which there is no multiplicity. Therefore, fault is only in viewing the object and not 
in the object itself. Brahman is Atman. Flence, there is no multiplicity in Him. 
However, even after the realisation of Atman's oneness, the world does not become 
invisible for the jhdni. Then how does he see it? Before he had obtained vidyd, the 
world appeared as different from him; now the same world appears non-different. 
So what is lost by vidyd is what was produced by avidyd. 'Anotherness, being the 
result of avidyd, can be realised as a non-object by vidyd. Is not the non-existence of 
the second moon the one that is seen by eyes without cataract' - * 3RTRT "U 
Fclilifl 3*cf^c*yf4Hi|Fr1: I fg4m 4 <rlf 4 R>kui ^T^UTrrr H TP?r’ (Tai. Bh. 

2.8).Therefore, what becomes invisible after getting vidyd is the one which appeared 
different from himself because of avidyd. One who sees the jagat as different from 
himself is mithya-darsi, i.e., one with wrong knowledge. The sruti says that such a 
person is unfit for moksa. The one who views brdhmana, ksatriya (the worlds, devatas 
etc) as different from Atman, and having existence independent of the Atman is a 
mithya-darsi; and those objects seen as mithyd are mithyd-drsta. The mithya-drsta world 
rejects the mithya-darsi. In this way, seeing difference in the world is ridiculed and 













44 


it is asserted that all objects are non-different from the Atman and all this is Atman 
itself' - hft % srpaprrMr 4474 3447441544 fpst 44^44 4?4f4, a firan^R 

hrwri^ 4F2Htf4% 4474 q<i*flPi ffa ^^fyqqla ^ 4=f 44441^1 ( 4 . ^.*. 4 ) 4 ef 4 i 
44J4I7T44 3jir^ic4ild<ch^c)dK4ild I ’ (Su. Bh. 1.4.19). Therefore, the statement that the 
jagat is mithya is directly opposite to the sruti. 

(25.3) Suppose it is asked 'that which is mithya is not available for transaction; 

but the changing jagat is available for transaction. How is this possible?' They say 
'Transaction is also mithya.' They do not see any differences in the words anrta 
(changing), mithya (illusory), anirvacniya (ambiguous for description), prdtibhdsika 
satya (apparent reality), vyavaharika satya (transactional reality). Anrta is transactional 
reality, not illusion. Commenting on Tai. 2.6 Bhasyakara says—‘ % 44444474 

sRfTI '34: 3414%% 4474 444^* 8444 ^cKrfd 74744 ^744 I 3444 44 44 

f%4fl7T41 f% 444 4444 34444 ? 474 4444244744’ - Ultimate reality is Brahman only. 
Water which is transactional reality is compared with the mirage which is apparent 
reality. Here the water is called satya and the mirage which is different from water 
is called anrta. Both these are in their nature the ultimate reality. Further, transaction 

is also not mithya. For the jhani ‘ 4444441 444474 34^44444. . .44%544f44W4f WcJfaebTtwrf 7=4 

474744 ’ - All transactions and all forms are real because they are viewed as Brahman 

(Ca. Bh. 6.3.2). ‘444444^T7qf4544447t444744: 34^44447^444:..474frT44P% 34 ^ 44^1 4 <tl 74 fc 4 j 4 H ^ 

4f4444744 TJ444rfl 17TS444%3t4%l4445IT: 344744: TJ4f454: ’ - Prior to A tman 's knowledge 
creation, destruction etc were happening from someone different from him. But 
after getting Atma-vijhdna everything is happening from Atman only. In this way, 
for the jhani, all transactions are from Atman only' (Ca. Bh. 7.26.1). 

(25.4) There is indeed a chain of imaginations done to protect the concept that 
jagat is mithya. Firstly, about the pair mayd-avidyd: If the world is treated as non¬ 
existent, may a which is the cause for the creation, sustenance and destruction of the 
world as described in sruti, smrti and puranas, loses its place. When it is said that 
though it is non-existent it is seen due to avidyd, the latter usurps the place of mdyd. 
To reconcile with this imagined equivalence of mdyd and avidyd, they have to 
imagine an ambiguous description ( anirvacniyatva) for avidyd also, mimicking the 
anirvacniyatva of mdyd. Then for some, the Suddha -Brahman gets coupled with avidyd 
(avidyd-sabala ).For some others, mdyd and avidyd are synonyms. For yet others, mdyd 
is avidyd-kalpita. For some others, when avidyd is lost by acquiring vidyd, mdyd is also 
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lost. Yet others see remnants of avidyd even in the jndrii. For others, avidyd is the 
effect of mdyd - it misleads us by using avarana-sakti and aksepa-sakti. Since it is said 
that during pralaya, Brahman alone exists, mdyd cannot exist in pralaya.' Therefore for 
them, mdyd becomes anitya. Since Iswara is coupled with mdyd, for some, Iswara also 
goes out of existence during pralaya etc. These are the so called prakriyds, i.e., 
alternatives for siddhdnta. What s iddhdnta? That jagat is mithyd - not for the advaita 
propounded by Sankara. But none of these statements is correct. 

First about Brahman being coupled with avidyd ( avidyd-sabala ). jiva is the one 
with avidyd. He is not different from nitya-suddha-buddha-mukta Brahman —this is the 
siddhdnta. Paramdtman is different from the jiva , but jiva is not different from 
Parambtman (TTOI: dlUW 3 ^ (Su. Bh. 1.3.19). Further, 

Bhasyakara's commentary for the sentence—'He understood himself as Brahman' 
is as follows: 3rr?iTFm muium art wrrfbr arf^rrjcrqfTT: ffrr tfgrfiri f^rr 

fosTHRT I. X ^T:.3TrT^SZTThWTr Hiwlfa 1 crff ^ ^ wivqfn 

hthrmr 3rf^ur^ ^ ffrr 1 ^3 ird ^ srfsrsrreFf ^ ^ 1 f^Kj ^ iru 34 ^ ^fcjvjr^af wt: 
yi^T: 3RT: ’ - 'How is it right to say that there is avidyd in Brahman ?' It is not like 

that. Vidyb has been prescribed in Brahman. 'We are not saying that there is adhyaropa 
of a dharma in Brahman which is not in It.' Then what are you saying? ’That Brahman 
is not the cause for the adhyaropa of this dharma. Nor does it create avidyd by itself.' 
Let it be that Brahman is not the imposer of avidyd and also not confused. But the 
jiva who is the imposer of avidyd and confused - he is not different from Brahman 
(Br. Bh. 1.4.10). So, avidyd sabalam Brahma is a seditiously wrong imagination. 

Further about mdyd and avidyd being synonymous: *^rf3 WHI: ajivwiiii 
fcWPddl: I 3 TRTR: nraT arferaT, rT 4 T - The body etc. are atma-maya-visarjita. 

Here atman's mdyd means avidyd, and the physical body etc are projected by this 
avidyd (Ma. Ka. 3.10) and in the next sloka's commentary ‘tt tju siichim: 3 d 

yf^T: i ifWKW4:.....w?Tr: fcW'LHi: sfrt’ - Satyam Jhanam 

Anantam Brahman is the Atman in present context. From this dtman only, body etc. 
are created by His mdyd (Ma. Ka. 3.11). In this way, the same word mdyd when 
applied to the;Iwz is called avidyd and when applied to the Brahman is called mdyd. 
In this way, mdyd and avidyd are separated in the kdrikd. ‘ 34 £cbR ffa 
3f6ifcfrfH’ - Ahamkdra means avidyd coupled with avyakta (G. Bh. 7.4); ‘ 3Tfb?nf? 


















































46 


3f^ch'ffffR'<sfl'4H s 3{^dlqc(d TrraT’ - Mdyd in which the many seeds of samsdra like avidyd 
etc are concealed (G. Bh. 7.3); ‘ 3 ^sji TTriRTST cFrwnr’ - The coupling with 

prakrti due to avidyd is samsdra (G. Bh. 13.20); ‘ . ■hTmi: WIT:’ - The 

avidyd concealed in prakrti, is the cause of samsdra (G.Bh. 13.21) etc. sentences clearly 

deny the synonymity of avidyd and may a. 

In order to satisfy the imagined synonymity between the two, an ambiguous 
description of avidyd is also propounded (see 14.4). But after a detailed analysis 
avidyd is described only as ‘^faejilciij'Cldiilscb: hyi^ly^mcb: 3nJ$uurHchl UT’ - non¬ 
comprehension ( agrahana ), doubtful (samsaya) and wrong comprehension ( anyathd 
grahana) (G.Bh. 13.2). iTFTrmu: ^ Mtah ut -jsH 3 T5TFmffrT, tt^ % 

iru Piodct ’ - Whether absence of knowledge or doubtful knowledge or wrong 
knowledge, whatever is called ajndna, all that will be removed by jndna only' (Br. 
Bh. 3.3.1). This is the unambiguous description of avidyd. Therefore, the bhasya does 
not approve of this avidyd of ambiguous description. 

Next, the idea that mdyd is misleading the jivas by its two powers of avarana 
and viksepa. This is totally unacceptable because it is only through mdyd that Brahman 
assumes multiple forms. Why? *4^ WT yld^yl erypi, W 2 Tsr tN yld-o^uu^ ’ - For every 
form, it assumed a co-form in order to make its inherent form known (Br. 2.5.19). 
The bhasya comments on this sentence like this - ^ , W3T 3TR 

Iwnfsr^ Wf W 1 WTP 3 T yfwrra^r’ - Had It not carved out these names and 
forms, then, that the adjunctless form of the Atman is just solid awareness could 
never have been understood (Br. Bh. 2.5.19). ‘ ygiia: Bojuiildtebi ^4<^i4<^uircN<4i<*>h>Ji 
IR'U'WI ^l 4 mU 4 idv 4 ;H 6 t|ri 4 l 4 d^ 4 ivjrchiTui ’ - This prakrti of three qualities 

gets modified to the forms of kdrya, karana and objects and gets finally organized in 
the forms of bodies, indriyas etc for the purpose of prosperity and/or moksa of the 
jiva' (G. Bh. Introduction to chapter 13). Therefore, it is unreasonable to hold mdyd 
responsible for th e jiva's lustful extrovert response to the world. 

Next, that mdyd is non-eternal is clearly opposite to the bhasya — 
fycFTR rivy-firdl: 3Tf*T f4r4r£R STfojJT I yfTrf f^Tr^T ’ - Since Iswara 

is always Iswara His two prakrtis have to be eternal. This is because, being coupled 
with these two prakrtis is the Iswaraness of Iswara (G. Bh. 13.9). Some people twist 
the meaning of the word 'eternal' to mean 'a very long time' to suit their imaginations. 
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This is not possible. However long this time may be, since—' snciT ’ - 

Iszvara created this world just like in previous times (Rgveda Sarhhita 10.190.3), 
maya is necessary for the creation that happens even after this long time. So, saying 
that maya is non-eternal is wrong. 

Then about the remnants of avidya in a jhant: [Hcjlri 

3Tra: 3R*T: TRTrT: 3T^RTrff UT 4T tru f^rr’ - Whether the first or the last thought, whether 
it is a result of continuous or discontinuous thinking, the knowledge which removes 
all the faults of avidya. etc. is vidya (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). ‘ Sfwfasw f^TH WcT T!^ 

WfT I 3TcT: <4£|f4Vjri(l -Hr4l4 37^111^1^7^: jq w*T: ehT<4fM ’ - The 

moment the knowledge of Atman dawns, that moment itself, its ( Atman's ) ignorance 
is removed. So, with the rise of Brahma-Hdi/a, the effects of avidya vanish just as 
darkness vanishes the moment light comes (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). So, there can never be 
remnants of avidya in a jndrii. 

(25.5) Then sarvdtmabhdva spoken by sruti i.e. the awareness that everything is 

Himself—is an uncomfortable statement for those who proclaim that the world is 
non-existent. So, they totally abandon it. ‘3T^3rar^3T^ sraT^: 3Tf yc'iiehg-xi ’ - I am the 
food, I am the eater, I am that Iszvara who pairs up the eater and his food (Tai. 3.10). 
‘3Tf 1T3: 3Tqci ^T’ - I am Manu, I am the sun (Br. 1.4.10), ‘ ^ 

sbdPi I yjH ^ Tn45iyH: ’ - Jnanis view the learned and gentle brahmana, 

the cow, elephant, the dog, and the cdnddla all equally (Gita 5.18)—such are the 
sentences of sarvdtmabhdva. If the food, the eater, Iswara, Manu, Surya, brahmana are 
all non-existent—there is no meaning for such sentences. For this reason too, the 
non-existence of the world is absurdly wrong. 

(25.6) In this way, a limitless number of ideas are superimposed on the bhdsyas 
of Sankara, damaging what is heard from there and imagining the unheard. They 
have assumed such importance that common people think that this is what has 
been taught by Sankara. Therefore, a study of the bhdsya is not producing the correct 
understanding in seekers. Such ideas have created opponents for the otherwise 
blemishless bhdsya. Moreover, they are mutually contradictory also. Some people 
offer solace by saying 'he says like this, the other one says like that; but these are 
all only alternative proofs for arriving at the one and the same conclusion'. But this 
pacification does not achieve its intended purpose; on the other hand, it creates 
more confusion, because 'this' and 'that' proofs are opposite to each other. In some 
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intermediate steps of sastra, one could perhaps say 'pahcikarana is one way and 
trivrtkarana another of arriving at this result'. But for the ultimate message ( siddhdnta ) 
there can never be alternative proofs, that too proofs contradicting each other. 

Therefore, for the advaita propounded by the sruti, there is only one proof and 
that is, given by Sankara himself. 3RT: T^rr 3v-Mia fasirl ’ - There cannot be another 
proof. True. Though the bhasyas of Sankara are pleasant to study, the meaning in a 
certain place may be difficult to understand because they are guiding a wide 
spectrum of seekers—like people doing karma, intelligent students, sannyasis etc; 
doubts can arise. To get the right answer for any doubt, the point to remember is 
the following: the topic is vast. Solutions for all doubts cannot be available in a 
single place for everyone. But, for each and every doubt, there is certainly the 
solution somewhere else in the bhasyas. There is no exception to this rule at all. 
This is the omniscience of Bhagavan Bhasyakara. In the Vedas, it becomes 
necessary in several places to interpret passages going against other pramanas. That 
is done by treating them as arthavada in praise of injunctions. But in the Sankara 
Bhdsya, one never comes across such situations where an interpretation is necessary, 
because their very purpose is to explain things clearly without any ambiguity. 
Therefore, one should never subject the ununderstood words and sentences to 
squeezing, bending and twisting or adding and dropping ideas to extract the 
meaning one wants. This is unacceptable. One should understand their meaning 
only by the other sentences of the bhdsya said in that context. If one does not follow 
this concept and introduces new ideas therein, they will invariably be damaging 
what is heard or they will only remain unheard imaginations. 

It is extremely regrettable that one such painful example should be there in 
the very first word of Vedanta Sastra. Who would interpret the word 'asmat -F in 
‘ : fgmjfgrrhTnfr: ’ - yusmat asmat pratyaya gocarayoh in Adhyasa Bhdsya 

as the Suddhaatman when he has read and remembers the sentence ksetra-ksetrajhayoh 
‘ grZMijidt: foi m -m Poi M Pm <j T| ; ’ in Gita Bhasya? Is it not because of this Himalayan blunder 
that the world had to become 'asat —non-existent? After assuming that the world is 
non-existent, who would not drop the assumption when he notices the negative 
reply to the objection ‘ 3TtT^ crff .’ - Then, is the whole world non¬ 

existent like the serpent seen in the snake? Is it not because of continuing with this 
assumption instead of dropping it that mayd and avidya became synonyms? Who 
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will continue with this synonymity the moment he reads the sentences like ' 3TPFHT 
ffrT 3 rfU 4 Jrh^cf 4 H ststcRtit’ - Ahamkara is avidya coupled with maya etc? In this way, 
making a new imagination to cover up or justify the damage done by the previous 
imagination, has led to a limitless cascade of fanciful imaginations of the bhdsya. 
The purport of the bhdsya has gone out of sight and heated debates between the so 
called alternative proofs have occupied its place. If the word 'asmat-Y in Adhyasa 
Bhdsya had been interpreted as ksetrajha in accordance with Gita Bhasya, only 
difference between the world and its knower ksetrajha could have been demonstrated 
and the idea of the non-existence of the world could have been avoided. Is it not 
so? Consequently, would not the whole of the cascade of consequent imaginations 
been avoided? In this way, these imaginations have wrought havoc in the sdstra 
instead of making it intelligent. Sankara Bhasya is pure and complete in itself. It 
does not suffer from any faults which need to be removed, nor does it require the 
addition of any virtues. Sankara is Yara-Brahman, and his bhdsyas are the Vedas. 
This must never be forgotten. 

«»* *»» »»* 





A Birds' Eyeview of the Brahmasutras 


(1) Bhasyakara has clearly stated at the end of the Adhyasa Bhdsya that getting 
the knowledge of the oneness of Atman is the purport of Sdnraka Mimamsa. There is 
advantage in knowing the sequence of steps followed by the sdstras for this purpose. 
This is only a brief pointer, just enough to meet the goal of this book: 

'Tat' in the great sentence 'Tat twain asi —That you are' is only pure existence— 
i.e. Brahman alone. To know that as one's self is the knowledge of the oneness of 
Atman. True. It cannot be gotten by speech, mind, eyes or any other sense. Though 
it is so attributeless, it does exist because it is known to be the cause of the world— 

‘%cr crraT 'T wm ^ ^ ar^r.- arfa mg w&dt SrmT i rranftr arfa mrnr: 

Tjyrqjfb aMJirfrUM arfg iru () ’ (Ka. Bh.2.3.12). 

So, Brahman has to be understood only through the world. Therefore, the 
discussion of Brahman starts with 'Creation etc.' sutra. Though Brahman as the 
material cause of the world is implied in this sutra, its main discussion is in the 
first pdda of the second chapter. Using the examples of clay etc, it is shown there 
that the 'world is Brahman', but Brahman is different from the world' through the 
law of non-difference of effect and cause ( kdrya karana ananyatva nydya). With this, 
the oneness of Brahman who is Satyam, Jhdnam and Anantam, is established. Next 
about its efficient causeness: In order to teach that the Atman is the Satyam- jhdnam 
-Anantam Brahman, all the transactions like becoming many, creation, entering (in 
jiva form), obtaining pleasure, fearlessness, samkramana (higher knowledge) etc. 


are conceived of in Brahman 


M-m^-T*TFrw-3Tmsr- 



’ (Tai. Bh. 2.8). 


In this way, in the first step of teaching Brahman-Atman oneness, transaction 
(vyavahara), which is not actually in Brahman, is conceived in Brahman. This is called 
adhydropa. The moment Brahman is understood through this, adhydropa becomes 
apavada. i.e. withdrawn; the conceived transaction is withdrawn. 


'Does it mean that the vyavahara which is conceived in Brahman is imagined 
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due to avidyd (avidyd -kalpita )?' No; what is avidyd -kalpita has already been explained 
(Adhydsa Bhdsya 25.2). From the causal point of view, even vyavahara is true (Ca. Bh. 
7.26.1), not false. It should never be forgotten that nothing is asat - non-existent, at 
any time - '^T 3PTrd <*dPeicW (Ca. Bh. 6.2.23). 'If so, how is the vyavahara of 

creation etc. possible in Brahman who is only pure existence? It is wrong to ask this 
question when the sruti tells us it is so. 'This was the one only without a second sat' 

..c^a-RT qgwi rffT^rb^fd ’ - That ( Brahman ) reflected 

to be born in many forms. It created fire (Ca. 6.21.23) says the sruti, which should be 
understood as such. 

'Saying that other pramdnas also apply to Brahman since it is an existent object, 
is wishful thinking. Brahman, like dharma, can be understood only through sruti.' 
'Who knows clearly? Who can say from where this multifaceted creation has come 
out from?' says the sruti that even highly evolved souls have difficulty in 
understanding the cause of the world. So there is no scope for dry logic here. Prdjha 
detached from the world becomes sat-dtman in deep sleep. This worldless Atman 
Himself is creating (the dream world. How?). Though world born out of Brahman 
is not different from it, is not Brahman even now the same as it always is? - 



3T?f: .3T^r ydlUd, Pc^Pbridd 3TTU'y[UffrT Pda*MIH 3Tftr ^ycH iuii 



frTTrTT^rURT?! 3TRTR: 3FT^TFFTrUlT I WWI'd bWTW W^RU WETRT 

^Tr^cfreJIri chlUchiruiM^i'UlijH ’ (Su. Bh. 2.1.6). 

(2) Continuing this discussion of Brahman being the cause of the world and 
refuting the view of those who oppose this causality, later sutras deal with the 
process of creation. Afterwards comes the discussion of 'tioam- you'. Just as 
Brahman's nature was determined by starting with the creation of the world, the 
jiva ' s inherent nature is fixed by starting from his doership etc. 

So first comes the discussion of the doer jiva. Next, in the second pdda of the 
third chapter, 'twam- you' is decided as prdjha, using the maha-tarka (great logic) of 
the three states* of universal experience. This prdjha does not know who he is. To 
provide this knowledge, his deep sleep experience of 'I did not know anything, I 


Waking, dreaming and deep sleep 
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slept happily' is investigated. It is shown that the reason for his happiness and not 
knowing anything is the oneness that he obtained with Brahman in his deep sleep. 
So the sutras decide that prdjha is indeed Brahman. By reflection and contemplation 
of this message 'That you are', one gets the realisation of Atman's oneness. When 
this realisation illumines the intellect, it shows up in the wakeful and dream states 
as the feeling 'Everything is myself', because everything is Brahman. The rest of the 
Brahma Sutras discuss the methods of obtaining vidya, its fruit moksa, the destruction 
of all karma in a jhdrii and his papa and puny a etc. 

There are four chapters in the Brahma Sutras: Reconciliation - non- 

con f 1 i c t-3i rc ->j -ciTszmT, practice - TTTSHTKTRT, fruit - In each, there are four padas 

- sub-chapters and in each pdda several adhikaranas (groups of sutras dealing with a 
single topic). There are 192 adhikaranas in total. Some adhikaranas have only one 
sutra; the total number of sutras is 555. In each adhikarana, there are five steps: 

(1) Sahgati: Meaning connection with the previous topic. For example, the sahgati 
for the first sutra is Adhydsa Bhasya. 

(2) Visaya: The subject under discussion. 

(3) Samsaya: Doubts about the subject. 

(4) Purvapaksa: Opposite views 

(5) Siddhdnta: Final decision derived after refuting the opposite views. 


A.’I'.A 
*»* «»* *»» 


Jijnasadhikaranam 

At the beginning of every book are delineated four things - Its topic (visaya); Its 
use ( prayojana ) connection, i.e. how the visaya and prayojana are connected; 
competence ( adhikan ), i.e. the one who is entitled to study the book. These are 
known as anubandhacatustaya. Here Brahman is the topic; moksa - total liberation is 
the use of studying this topic ( Adhyasa Bhdsya has the purpose of motivating the 
student for moksa). The connection between Brahman and moksa is Brahma-Jnana. 
The one who is competent (for this text adhikafl), should have the following qualities: 
(a). Viveka: Discrimination between the eternal and non eternal; (b). Vairdgya: 
Dispassion towards pleasure here or in the other worlds; (c). A group of six qualities: 
sdma - control over mind, dama - control over sense organs, uparati - enjoying the 
intimacy of God, titiksd —forbearance, sraddha - faith in God, Veda and guru, 
samddhdna - keeping the mind balanced, (d). Mumuksa - Intense desire for moksa. All 
these are contained in the bhdsya to the first sutra. 

3T«n?rf srgrhr^rrm (^.^) 

atha = afterwards, atah = therefore, Brahma-jijhdsa = discussion of 
Brahman 

^ . ^RTtMWTlWT cdlkHs41lffld*4 3TTf^T rDT 3TST 
3THcTOf$f: 1 STfeHTTsf: I sT^rf^TTCTRTT: 3nfi|ebl4^l^l ^ 

cFTcRTTSf fW^ill^ncTfiTI 3TSrfaTT T^r % 3TS5T^: ^TT TO JJdMd) 

1. This is the first sutra of the Vedanta mimdmsa sastra which is being 
commented upon. Here the word ‘atha is used in the sense of 'after' not in the 
sense of 'commencement'; because Brahma-jijnasa is not something which can 
be commenced. And 'mahgala' meaning auspicious has no syntactical relation 
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with the meaning of the sentence. Besides, 'atha' used in another sense can 
achieve the purpose of auspiciousness by its mere sound. 

(1.1) The word 'atha' has four meanings, three of which are: beginning, 
auspiciousness, and after the study of dharma. The fourth will be explained at the 
end. Which of the first three meanings are implied in this word? The study of 
Grammar starts with the sutra 'atha sabdanusasanam’. The study of Yoga starts with 
'atha yoganusdsanam - beginning of the discipline of yoga'. Similarly, does the sutra 
here mean 'beginning Brahma-jijhdsd '? No; because jijhdsd means 'desire to know'. 
Such a desire is either there or not there. 'Beginning a desire' has no meaning. 

Next, auspiciousness also cannot be the meaning of the word 'atha' here, 
because then the sutra would become ’auspiciouness Brahma-jijhdsd', which are two 
disconnected phrases. But traditionally, great writers commence their books with 
auspicious words, here also it is true. However, though used for a different purpose, 
the very utterance of 'atha' plays the role of auspiciousness. Smrti says it like this: 

TrsraT ^vr.- tju i fhhnrbfr 11 

Before creation 'Om' and ‘atha by themselves emanated from the throat of 
Brahma; so, both are auspicious'. 

Mcfy^dlQ^TTW WrT: ^Hd^cilfd^cbldJ Ffr ^ W 

snff^rmT Tci 431 flimsier 

rTSTRcqiTI WT^IIilM^4 $ TFTRTTI 

2. The reference to what has gone before, does not contradict the meaning 
'afterwards'. When the meaning is 'afterwards', just as the desire to know 
dharma is preceded by the learning of the Vedas, what precedes the desire to 
know Brahman is to be said. However, 'after learning of one's own Veda' is 
common to both dharma-jijhdsd and Brahma-jijhdsd. 

(2). Here purvaprakrtapeksdydh means with respect to the previous discussion 
of dharma i.e. some people say that 'Brahma-jijhdsd is to be done only after dharma- 
jijhdsd'. Here only the word 'after' is acceptable to us - but not 'after dharma-jijhasa '. 
The reason for this becomes clear in the fourth sutra. Of course, learning the Vedas 
is mandatory before dharma-jijhdsd. Similarly, we have to say 'after what' does 
Brahma-jijhdsd have to start? This will be specified later. However, the study of 
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Vedas is mandatory for Brahma-jijnasa too. Dharma-jijhasa is based on the Samhita 
and the Brdhmana parts of Vedas and Brahma-jijhdsd is based on the Arahyakas and 
Upanisads. 

Question: There are some who are not authorised to study the Vedas. How 
can they get knowledge of Brahman ? 

Answer: They can get it through the purdnas and itihdsas (Su. Bh. 1.3.34-38). 
Any common man becomes entitled for this knowledge through special duties 
lik ejapa, upavasa and aradhana (worship of God) -' ^ 31 -h dci d h ra iFriPh: 

spffoyrt: 3T3^: faarwi: TrwTcrfcT’ (Su. Bh.3.4.38). 

3. cb4-|[c|®n&lM^if f%^:? q, STiff^TraRT: JTFlftT 3Tsfcr 

^ W5TT ^ ’facrfgRT: I 3TfsjfKTTfen^ ctf IFTMT^T^TI 

3. Could 'the knowledge of karma' qualify the word ' atha'l (i.e, Brahma- 
jijnasa is to be done after acquiring the knowledge of karma). No. Even prior to 
the discussion of karma, discussion of Brahman is possible for one who has learnt 
Vedanta. For example, just as there is an intention to tell a sequence in the 
cutting of the heart etc, there is no intention of telling any sequence here. There 
is no evidence for a sequential relationship of (the type of) subsidiary (karma) 
and principal (karma) or of (the type of) eligibility of the person already eligible. 

(3). The opponent's point of view, with respect to the previous discussion of 
dharma-jijhasa etc. left unfinished, is picked up again here. The opponent's argument 
is: 'Learning the Vedas is necessary for both dharma-jijhasa and Brahma-jijhdsd. After 
getting the knowledge of karma from dharma-jiihdsa based on the Samhitas and 
Brdhmanas, Brahma-jijhdsd, based on the Aranyakas and Upanisads has to start.' 

It is not so. He who has studied the Upanisads - i.e. Vedanta - can start Brahma- 
jijhdsd even prior to dharma-jijhasa. Bhasyakara gives three arguments for this: In 
cutting the body of an animal sacrificed in Vedic yajhas, the sruti says: First the 
heart, next the tongue and then the chest is to be cut - 3# srai-rfcT 3T§i f^n^RTT 

3Tsj U8TTT: ’ (Tai. Sam. 6.3.10.10). No such sequence is said anywhere in the sruti for 
dharma Brahma-jijhdsd. Jdbdla sruti says that one can go straight from brahmacarya to 
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sannyasa without passing through the grhastha stage (Ja. 4). This means that one can 
commence Brahma-jijhasa earlier to knowledge of karma which is to be got as a 
grhastha. 

Similarly, there is no pramdna for sesa-sesitva also. Sesa means main karma and 
sesi is karma subsidiary to it, helpful to the sesa karma. For example, Darsa- 
purnamdsayaga is the main, praydjaydga is the subsidiary. Main karma is incomplete 
without the performance of the subsidiary karma. However, there is no pramdna for 
a similar sequence between dharma-Brahma-jijhasa. Again, there is no pramdna for 
adhikrta-adhikari type also. Adhikrta is one who is authorised for a particular karma 
because he has the necessary competencies for it. One who is entitled for the main 
karma alone is entitled for subsidiary karma also. For example, 'Camasa' is a wooden 
vessel. Filling it with ap (water) is known as ap-pranayana. Go-dohana is vessel in 
which cow's milk is milked. Doing ap-pranayana in go-dohana is subsidiary karma in 
darsapiirnamasayaga. One who is adhikrta for darsapurnamasaydga only is competent 
for doing ap-pranayana in go-dohana if he desires to have a lot of cows. There is no 
such pramdna in the sastras saying that the adhikdri of karma alone is adhikdri for 
Brahman's knowledge. 

snfjT^T f^TTTRTt: WTf^TT^T ^T55TI ST#R^ rT55T 

3TTORT^^TI ^ STtff 

1 ^Hchl^ 3TfeT, ^McAIIMKd^tclldJ <J PMtcIM 

q ^cqWRrP5nT I 

4. Between the discussion of dharma and Brahman, there is also difference 
in the fruits and objects of enquiry. The result of dharma is prosperity which 
depends on any performance of (karma). But the knowledge of Brahman has 
moksa as its fruit and it does not depend on any performance. The topic in 
dharma discussion (viz, karma) is not there at the time of knowing, because, it 
is dependent on the person's performance (of karma). But here the topic of 
discussion is existent Brahman which does not depend on human performance. 

(4). To refute the rule that' Brahma-jijhdsd is only after dharma-jijhdsd' the second 
reason is given. For example, the knowledge of the karma of jyotistomaydga is obtained 
through dharma-jijhdsd. The fruit of jyoistomaydga is heaven, which depends on the 
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performance of the yaga by the person. However, this fruit is not obtained by the 
mere knowledge of the karma ; it depends only on the performance of the karma 
(yaga). The fruit is also not obtained immediately after the yaga, one has to wait for 
it. This fruit is also short-lived. But Brahma-jijnasa is the exact opposite of this. Its 
fruit is moksa, which does not depend on any performance by the person after he 
has received the knowledge of Brahman. There is no waiting time either; moksa is 
the immediate fruit of Brahma-jhana. Moksa is eternal. Therefore, knowing this 
difference through sruti pramana, the one desirous of moksa, will not be interested at 
all in dharma-jijhasa. Next comes the third reason: 

rf^mffrT^rsEri ^rr It ^fr^rr srtfer otsfth, *rr wGinS f^prtcr 
sTcisftsrafti i ^nr 3Tcr®ftsr*R#cr %cfpti 

W 3T^T^f^|cbbfu| 3TsrfcI®fNt cT^I 
rTWtT RhJ-lfM clrEcST ^RTT ^Tft^TRTT 

5. There is also difference in the response (on listening) to the Vedic 
sentences. The features of the sentence explaining dharma is that it engages 
the person in its topic (of karma). But Brahman -related sentences merely inform 
the person (about Brahman). Since knowledge is produced from the sentence 
itself, the person is not directed to get the knowledge. This is as in the case of 
knowing an object when it is in contact with the sense organ. Therefore, it is to 
be told, what is it after which (we are) instructed to take up the discussion of 
Brahman. 

(5.1) It is the difference in the motivation generated by codand. Codand is a 
Vedic sentence and laksana is pramana. The sentences which are a pramana for dharma 
direct one towards injunction and prohibition (vidhi-nisedha). But the sentences of 
the Upanisads, which are pramana for the knowledge of Brahman, just narrate the 
Brahman-Atman oneness; they do not direct a person to do anything. Really speaking, 
no pramana - except the karma part of the Vedas - orders or motivates a person to do 
anything. For example, following the contact of the eye with an object, the eye only 
informs that 'the object is so and so'; it does not direct a person to do anything. 

(5.2) Some other objections and refutations are as follows: 
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Objection: Some sentences from sruti and smrti say that jhana should be 
attempted only after doing karma. For example, ‘TT^RT <aigjun fhfhf3"qf^ uha 

dM'HMiyici ','1 ’ - Brdhmanas desire to know him after Veddnuvacana, yajha, ddna — 
gifting and the penance called anasaka (Br. 4.4.22), ‘"a ch4uiiH 3TaTrwnr[ arsapf ’ - 

By not doing karma, man does not get moksa (Gita 3.4) etc. One has to do karma to 
know that its fruit is not eternal. 

Answer: It is not like that. As the result of the karma performed in previous 
lives, one can get the eligibility for knowledge of Brahman without performing 
karma again in this life. 

(5.3) Objection: Is it not mandatory that one should free oneself from the three 
debts: gods, rsis and the manes ( pitras )? 

Answer: Repaying the three debts is mandatory for the householder. Since the 
previously quoted Jdbdla sruti allows for sannyasa straight from student life, this 
duty is not inevitable for getting jhana. 

(5.4) Objection: In upasands like udgita etc, one has to view them as Brahman by 
injunction. Brahma-jijhdsd is necessary for that. So, Brahma-jijhdsd is subsidiary to 
updsand. 

Answer: No. These upasands need the knowledge of saguna Brahman. If these 
upasands are done without desire, the intellect becomes clean and so help in getting 
knowledge of nirguna Brahman. 

This sutra is however discussing the nirguna Brahman (determined in the second 
chapter of the Brahma Sutras). This can never be subsidiary to karma. Bhasyakara 
proves this in the fourth sutra. 

fHoMlfHrMcl^l^cb: ^T^^^TfaTFT: ?FTlf^TT£RT ^RT 
Wl UFTfa srrff^TWRTT: ^ sfF 

6. It will be told: discrimination of things eternal and non-eternal, 
dispassion for things of enjoyment here and in other worlds, the wealth of 
practices such as control of mind, control of senses etc., and desire for moksa. If 
they are present, it is possible to discuss Brahman and also know It even prior 
to the discussion of dharma and after it too; not otherwise. Therefore, the word 
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'after' intimates that 'after (the possession) of the wealth of practices mentioned 
above'.* 

(6) In this way, after giving three reasons, the objection that Brahma-jijhdsd should 
come only after dharma-jijhdsd - is refuted. Since it has been accepted that the meaning 
of the word 'atha' is afterwards, the question arises 'after what?'The answer is: 

^3. 3TrT: I ^ 

3lPMtbddl cffau TTd^di^ rftcfJ: 

(*5T. 6 ^^) W2TT^iJWSf 

WT” (t. ^nf^:l tTWRT dglf^lUI ^Kfsni 

7. (The word) 'therefore' signifies reason. Veda itself shows that agnihotra 
etc which are means to prosperity have an impermanent fruit (by saying that) 
"As here (the enjoyment) acquired by karma perishes, that acquired elsewhere 
through karma also perishes" etc. Similarly, it shows also that the supreme 
goal of man results from the knowledge of Brahman (by saying) "One who 
knows Brahman attains the Supreme" etc. Therefore, after acquiring the 
aforesaid wealth of means, discussion of Brahman is to be done. 

(7) There are some sentences like 'after sipping soma, we become deathless', 
meaning that the fruits of heaven etc are eternal. Veda itself clarifies by saying that 
they are in praise of that karma; but the fruit of that karma is certainly not eternal. On 
the other hand moksa, which is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman, is indeed 

^Section 6 refers to four qualifications required for receiving Brahma-ynana. They 
are 1. Nitydnitya vastu viveka ability to discriminate eternal and ephemeral things, 2. 
Ihdmutrartha bhogavirdga —disinterest in the pleasures of this world and other worlds 
like heaven etc., 3. Samddi satsampatti (six kinds of wealth). They are: (a) Sama - controlling 
the mind from wandering outwards, (b) Dama - Controlling the sense organs from contact 
with their respective sensuous object and the motor organs from indulging in unnecessary 
activity (c) Uparati - Enjoying initimacy with God alone (d) Titiksa - putting up with 
three types of troubles viz, ddhydtmika - bodily and mental, ddhidaivika —due to nature 
like heat/cold etc, adhibhoutika - caused by other creatures, (e) Sraddha - Total faith in 
God, scriptures and the guru, (f) Samadhana - mental poise in the midst of ups and 
downs of life and finally 4. Mumuksutva - an ordent desire for moksa. 
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eternal. Therefore, one with the qualities of viveka etc (mentioned above in 2.1) 
should get into Brahma-jijnasa. 

6. wwti Rmwi 5^1 cT^nrtr “^4-ii^ifii 

^fWI 3TcT TH3( q ^IcdldSTfqRTT 31iyif£dc4W | 

8. Brahma-jijnasa is discussion of Brahman. Brahman is defined by the feature 
to be specified later as '(That) by which the creation etc of this (world)'. For 
this very reason, there cannot be the doubt of any other meaning like jati etc 
for the word 'Brahman'. 

(8) The word Brahman has several meanings in sruti and smrti like the brahmin 
caste, the four-headed Brahma, Vedas and even jiva. Here the word is not used in 
any of these senses. It is used for the cause of the creation, sustenance and destruction 
of the world, indicated in the next sutra. 

^ f^rmraT: -f^nwRn: 

3Tf^TT55TI TJ sT^prft I ^1 |cb4rd q fsRJSJlt, ^ST 

TTPTRT^q fdVlNfHWrclld? TT^qf^T 5T^T^ cb4rcW 

^nfrcT cbc'M'Md) cqsf: JJW: ^1 1 cqsf:, sT^TT^rT 3 W*)mGwk- 
yfd^iMisRciiry $fd qI cT^f^fcTRFT 3T2rff^P<R3TrTI 5 T^T % 

*TT^T 31l^fabdd^MJTSITqqi qfriR JXVFt tf%TMf^TT 
$TRddlRld q *fcrfq cTTRt araff^kll^cl ^fq q TJ551^ ^Rldcdlfdl w 
“inifiI hT^fd” fnRcikhi wt wnr qqj sfcrfq, 

9. 'Of Brahman' is in the Sixth Case in accusative sense and not in the 
residuary sense—because, discussion requires what is desired to be known 
and nothing else is indicated for discussion. 'Even accepting the Sixth Case in 
the residuary sense. Brahman being the object of discussion is not violated 
because, the general relationship has to end in the principal object itself'. Even 
thus, discarding the direct objectness of Brahman and imagining indirect 
objectness is a vain effort. 'It is not in vain if it is said that it has the premise of 
enquiring into everything dependent on Brahman without exception.' No. with 







































61 


the acceptance of the principal, whatever is dependent on it will also be 
covered. Brahman is the principal because it is most desired to be attained by 
knowledge. If the principal is accepted as the object of discussion, those things 
without discussing which the discussion of Brahman will not be complete, will 
all be implied; hence, they need not be stated separately in the sutra—just as, 
when it is said 'Here goes the king', the going of the king along with his retinue 
is implied. 

(9) (to know) (desire) is f^TOT jijhasa. In Brahmanojijhasa, the word 
Brahmano stands for 'of Brahman'. This is in the sixth case, which is used in two 
contexts: (a) The desire to know things related to Brahman ; this is called sesasasthi; 
(b) The desire to know Brahman itself directly; this is called karmasasthl. The question 
is: In this sutra, the sixth case is used in which sense? Is it sesasasthi or karma sasthi ? 
i.e., is the jijhasa for things related to Brahman ? or Brahman Itself? 

The Opponent's View: In the first sense. Brahman is also included in things 
related to Brahman. So, there is nothing wrong in accepting sesa sasthi here. 

Vedantin: What you say is true. But in sesa, the related things become important 
and Brahman secondary. In karma sasthi, it is not like that. The importance is for the 
knowledge of Brahman Itself and related things are secondary but do not get 
included. It is because with the knowledge of Brahman, the knowledge of related 
things are also obtained. But with the knowledge of related things, the knowledge 
of Brahman is not obtained. So, by taking the second sense, unnecessary effort is 
avoided. 

Question: What are the things related to Brahman? 

Answer: We say the objects of the world. In the example given by Bhasyakara 
above, the king is Brahman and objects of the world are his retinue. This is explained 
in Brhadaranyaka bhasya like this: 'Not knowing being common, Atman is to be 
known and also unatman. When it is so, why is stress given (in sastra ) to contemplate 
on Atman only? We reply that Atman which is our concern is what we have to 
obtain and not the other. The phrase 'of all this' is used in the sixth case of fixing 
(the object of the desire to know) amongst all this. This Atman - this Atmatattwam - 
the inherent nature of th ejivatman (is the one to be known). 'Is not the other thing to 
be known?' It is not like that. Though it is to be known, its knowledge does not 





need anything other than Atman's knowledge. 'How?' It is because, knowing Atman, 
one will known the un -Atman also - everything. arraqT ^mon: araTfUT 

| 7T3T chWId TtU aTTWnH ‘ ^IW^cJiLII'HTd ’ ffrT? 'T fcTT hoFT ffcT? 

3FT “TcSTFr — rTr[ TnTrT TTU TTJkT LfdHTa WTHT F 3T^T?T I ‘ 3TFT TlAm ’ ff?T ftsrfniTTSlf TO I 3TfWT 

^rdfwT-giTT 3T8i: i ‘ aduwati ’ udddiaMTUHi FudrdoifHTru 3 t^h? h ihkwft? 


MriidHMI cFRTrT? aHniViHI iTRR % WTRT TJTm #1 SHIViMIdH 3T3FT W[ 



■rrd ■HHJ-d UF WFTlfrT (Br. Bh. 1.4.7). Atman in these sentences is prdjha (who is really 
Brahman ) and un-Atman is the world which is also Brahman. It is because of not 
knowing these two that one is doing adhyasa - superimposing in both directions. 
The world indeed is Atman only, but the ignorant person thinks it is un-Atman. So 
its un-Atmanness, imagined due to avidya is illusory - ‘ srfarshfu 3FTTaTcd mR c^Fc^in, ^ 
WTrsfcT: OTrCT on(H<chui 3Tha (a-Tcici ’ (Br. Bh. 2.4.14). So, the knowledge of things related 
to Brahman is not the big desire; the big desire is to know Brahman itself. 

In this way, since knowledge of Brahman subsumes the knowledge of things 
related to it, the sutra does not have to say it separately. The features of a sutra are 
described as follows: 



I arRTTwraw ^fcfd'l fspj;: 11 


Without using unnecessary words ( astobham ), giving scope to see the issue 
from different angles (viswatomukham) a sutra speaks about a very significant matter 
(sdravat), in a faultless way ( anavadyam ), unambiguously (asandigdham) and in a few 
letters ( alpaksaram ). 

“wt err ^TrTTft ^TFRT” (t.^) 

SjrPT: “dfefaWl, cT^pl” (t. ^ Fd^lkllch^ 

rrscr wtifm whTftnt wf?ri rT^rm 

wh 

10. This is also in conformity with sruti. Srutis like ''from where these beings 
originate' etc explicitly show that Brahman is the principal object of discussion 
(by saying) 'Discuss that; that is Brahman". That will conform to the sutra if 
the Sixth Case is accepted in the accusative sense. Therefore, 'Of Brahman' is 
in the Sixth Case in the accusative sense. 
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^ ^1 31cH|fdMiW *TR TOPT ^TOT: gnfl 
RRf^R^Tf^FTT: I ?TFfaft JWIU)H 3TcFRj^£ sl^TI <d^J|c|J|fdfJ ^RTsf: I 
fHV^ t l--H^K«Ml'j1-^Ri^l^Hsf-fH®I^U||dJ d441l<dgl f^f^nf^Tcqrri 

11. Jijnasa is the desire to know. The knowledge culminating in experience 
is the object of desire expressed by the san-suffix, because the fruit is the object 
of desire. The knowing of Brahman is the pramana—i.e., the valid means of 
knowledge—through which experience is desired. The experience of Brahman 
is the human goal because it destroys tracelessly all the evil seeds of samsara— 
transmigration or worldly life in general—like avidya etc. Therefore, Brahman 
has to be discussed. 

(11.1) Desire to know is jijnasa. The sa here is called san suffix. So, the meaning 
of this suffix is desire and knowledge is the object of this desire. What is knowledge? 
It is the modification of the intellect in accordance with the object. This has been 
said even in the beginning. The knowledge of all limited objects generates a 
corresponding modification in the intellect. When this is so, the question that arises 
in knowing Brahman is: Brahman is formless. So how can a corresponding 
modification occur in the intellect? Following this objection, sruti also says ‘ BTyTvj 
rpTOT mr’ - Unapproachable even by mind (Tai. 2.4). However, another sruti says 
1 H'i'Hai ’ - It has to be grasped by the mind alone (Br.4.4.19). These two sentences 

are contradictory. How to reconcile them? The sentence in the text ‘ srmTfritnba iTFT 
TS 3 RTT: c^it’ - The knowledge culminating in avagati is the object of desire 
indicated by the san suffix shows the way. 

(11.2) In order to know them, the intellect is constantly interacting with 
changing, inert and limited objects. This has been happening since the infinite past. 
So, the intellect has become dirty, coloured and blunt. Such an intellect cannot 
grasp Brahman which is unchanging, conscious and unlimited. However, a 
competent person - i.e. with the qualities of viveka, vairagya etc. mentioned in the 
beginning of this sutra - can get the knowledge of Brahman when his intellect 
becomes clean, transparent and sharp by constant practice. That is, his intellect 
becomes as formless and motionless like Brahman with Its understanding (G. Bh. 
6.20) - ‘3Tr5RTbT#R^ 3Tf?RJ^Tr^ 3TRTR: ^ mwh: 

3iirH-c)d^ichKi^mrc) ’ - Atman is totally clean, transparent and extremely sharp. 
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If the intellect also is equally clean etc, the intellect does reflect Atman's features 
(G. Bh. 18.50) (The Atman in this sentence is Brahman)*. 

This formless, motionless 'modification' of the intellect represents the 
knowledge of Brahman ‘ ^chc'Mai -h 4 di c-m d 1 3P4d....iTFT-^RrrcqTdwr 3Tf^Ff....4Tr4 sTFT 

3pRT*T srMifd $jfcT«T: ’ - This formless knowledge is not different from the object 
Brahman. That the sruti says Brahman is satyam, jhanam and anantam is the pramana 
for this (Ma. Ka. 3.33). 

Next, what is avagati ? How is avagati obtained starting from this knowledge? 
These questions need answers. 

(11.3) The answer to these questions is shown by the sentence: ‘^TT^FT % yniuH 
jrz sfjg’ - The desire is to realize Brahman through the pramana of Its 
knowledge'. For this pramana, what is the prameya - object? Who is the pramata - 
knower? The object has to be Brahman because, when the aspirant was in search of 
the unchanging, conscious and limitless Brahman, this extraordinary modification 
of the intellect occurred. At least, during that time, this modification is changeless 
and timeless. It also has the feature of consciousness, because: Any modification of 
the knowledge of finite objects has an adjective and a noun. For example, in the 
'knowledge of the pot', 'of the pot' is the adjective and 'knowledge' is the noun. 
These qualified knowledges are changing according to the objects. But the noun 
'knowledge' is unchanging. This is called 'consciousness' which is the second 
characteristic of Brahman - also called jhapti (Tai. Bh. 2.1) by Bhasyakara. This 
formless, motionless 'modification' being attributeless is not different from jhapti. 
Therefore, the object of this knowledge is Brahman. ‘¥51 ¥*¥ Tc&q did, 4 ¥5T - 

Brahman which is the object for him is the object-Bratzraan (Ma. Ka. 3.33). Next, who 
Is the knower of this Brahman ? The extrovert wakeful aspirant ( bahisprajha) who is 
having this special modification is the knower. 

*Here 'clean' means free from universally accepted bad qualities like lust, anger, 
greed etc. This cleanliness is not sufficient for Brahma-jhana ; the intellect should be 
'transparent' also, i.e. without any prejudice or bias. Only then it would know anything 
as it is. Further, it also needs 'sharpness'. The intellect loses its ability to grasp subtle 
ideas - becomes blunt - if it is used for understanding crude things. Brahman is the subtlest. 
So, to grasp it, the intellect must be extremely pure, extremely transparent and extremely 
subtle - like Brahman Itself.} 
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(11.4) What is avagati ? It is the experience of the oneness of Brahman-Atman. 
The aforesaid knowledge is the pramdna for it. Himself is the knower and Brahman 
is the known. Therefore, in this transaction of knower and the known, there is 
oneness. How to obtain oneness starting from this duality? It is like this: Brahman 
is always jhapti - consciousness. But the 'modification' of the intellect corresponding 
to Brahman is a reflection of Brahman in the intellect - not Brahman Itself, not 
consciousness itself. Since it does not always stay in formlessness, it is not 
immutable. So, it is not right to know it as Oneself. It is also impossible for a knower 
to feel oneness with the known. But the prajha, who is between the knower and the 
known, is Himself and also Brahman. 'How?' It is like this: Prajha has all the features 
of Brahman, he is not an image of Brahman, he is Brahman itself. 'He is clean like 
water, he is without a second. Therefore, this is fearless, this is Paramdtman. This is 
the ultimate goal th ejiva has to reach, this is the greatest wealth, this is the greatest 

heaven. This is the greatest bliss -‘uftici yohl 'JTUfrT THTPrlrT: Tr&TPR wrnfqrT 

Tnrrsrzr wm mw:: i ify wf ’ (Br. 4.3.32). 

Further, prajha is himself also, because he has avidya which is the absence of 
the realisation that he is Brahman. Indeed, he is the Brahman who is yet to realize 'he 
is Brahman'. Since he has already understood Brahman directly throu gh jhdna-pramdna 
and also since all the features of Brahman are being experienced in susupti, it is not 
impossible to realise his oneness with Brahman. It is being experienced within the 
body - (G.Bh. 13.16). 

‘3ft 3Tiri{W^LJU| 3T5R iTFR 3T^f OTT OTFiTcr^T Wififu epzH’ - From that unborn 
consciousness which is his ineherent nature atmatattzva —i.e, prajha - realizes himself 
as the unborn Brahman (Ma. Ka. 3.33). Therefore, the aspirant should keep his 
intellect continuously flowing towards Atman with the awareness 'I am Brahman' 
generated by sruti. This is called nididhydsana or jhdna-nisthd. With this, the 
relationship of adhydsa with the intellect drops off; along with this, prdjhatzva also 
drops off. Proceeding in this way, when jhdna-nisthd which started with jhdna-pramdna 
culminates in the realization of Brahman-Atman oneness, the aspirant settles down 
in the oneness of Atman. Therefore, without feeling tired, one should pursue in 
jhdna-nisthd for realization. Since Brahman is the goal of everything, this realisation 
expresses itself in waking and dreaming states as sarvdtmabhdva - everything is 
himself. This may happen very quickly for great people, for others it may require 
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several lives. The Gita says:' ®T|^f jTFTUT'TtiT ■gqsirf i qi^q: Traftifa’ - The man 

with jnana reaches me at the end of many lives and realizes that everything is 
Vasudev' (Gita 7.19). With this realization, both the entities grasped as 'you' and T 
(first words in the Adhyasa Bhasya ) drop off; all nonsense ( anartha ) comes to an end. 
Therefore, this is the highest human goal. So, one desirous of Atman, should discuss 
about Brahman*. 

(11.5) Another question: In part (7) of the bhasya it is said: a-Ac-ni 

Brahma-jijhdsa should be done. In (11), the same is said - ‘WT fof^nfbcToJFrT In 
Taittarlya Bhasya it is said ‘sTjjl - Desire the clear knowledge of 

Brahman. The meaning of all these is the same: Do or have the desire for Brahma- 
jhdna. But this does not reconcile with the former sentences because: ‘ 3rftr 

ffrT- Having said 'therefore it is to be told after 
what is Brahma-jijhdsa to be taught?' (section 5 of text), the answer is given as 'after 
sddhana-sampatti' - i.e., the qualities of discrimination, dispassion etc., which make 
one competent for Atman's knowledge (section 6 of text). Desire for moksa is included 
in these set of qualities. Hence, to one who is already having desire for moksa, the 
advice to have desire for knowledge or moksa is not meaningful. So, what is the 

^Question: It is a strange situation: While demonstrating that adhyasa is mithyajhana, 
clear separation is shown between ksetra and ksetrajha, using the shell-silver example. 
But after realising that ksetrajha is Brahman, ksetra is shown to be non-different from 
Brahman (though Brahman is different from ksetra) using the gold-ornament example. 
What exactly is happening? 

Answer: Adhyasa is the relation between the ksetra and the Self and effect-cause is 
the relation between ksetra and Brahman. Therefore, either way, during avidya or vidya, 
Self is different from ksetra. But clarity is needed only in the reverse direction, viz., what 
is the relation of the ksetra with the Self? The answer is: During avidya, ksetra is different 
from Self - but not as a rule; there is a sense of oneness with some selected parts of ksetra 
- like one's own body and the difference in some other parts - like his enemies. But 
during vidya, ksetra is non-different from Self as a rule. To remove the inconsistency in 
the ignorant person, sastra proceeds as follows: It is clear that prajha has all the 
characteristics of Brahman, viz., satya, jnana, ananta, ananda and oneness. So, prajha is 
Brahman. After realising this, he is different from ksetra as he was before. Now with the 
help of sruti he realises that the whole of ksetra is himself and his previous inconsistency 
is removed. 
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meaning of the sentences in the beginning of this paragraph? Answer is this: Jijhdsd 
has two meanings: (1). Desire to know and (2). Discussion. The second meaning is 
in common usage. So the three sentences above mean 'do discuss about Brahman'. 
For knowledge of Brahman, Its discussion is necessary. For discussion of dharma, 
sruti etc. are the only pramanas; not so in the case of discussion on Brahman. Sruti 
and experience are pramanas as the occasion arises, because knowledge of Brahman 
has to culminate in its experience and it is an existent object - 
fWf:' 


T: 

sfrfcr^faiswrcrr^'er sWH-w i’ (Su. Bh.1.1.2) 



^ rfiT cTT WtTI ^ ^ Rd^IH h dciji^| 

3tst ^ w F^iR^fafdi arfer ^ f^r- 

FIcf^H, FIcfviRhFlilRcldhJ f| c^All^lhM'HI 

3TSlf: Udl'M-cl I fftsrfcft: 3T2rfjfFTTrTI 311^1^1 

$^lffdrc|yfak:l 'mf f| 3HchlRd^ y^ft, q ^f?TI % 

Hlryiffdrd yfcfe WRT Traf ^f?T ydkldj 3TTr*TT ^ jffl 

12. 'That Brahman again could be well-known or unknown. If well-known, 
it need not be discussed; if unknown, it cannot be discussed.' We say: There 
does exist Brahman which is by nature eternally pure, enlightened and free, 
omniscient and endowed with all powers. If the word Brahman is extracted in 
conformity with the meaning of the root 'Brahm', the meanings of eternal 
purity etc. will emerge. Also because of being the Atman of all, the existence of 
Brahman is well known. Everyone indeed cognizes his existence. None says 'I 
do not exist'. Had not the existence of Atman been well known, everyone would 
have said 'I do not exist'. That Atman is Brahman. 

(12.1) It has been said that discussion of Brahman has to be done. This leads to 
the following objection: If Brahman is famous i.e., already known to everyone, then 
discussion is unnecessary. If It is not famous i.e., unknown to everyone, discussion 
is not possible. So how can discussion be done? 


Answer: Brahman is not famous; so discussion is necessary and Brahman is 
famous, so discussion is possible. It is famous in the sense that everyone has some 
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faint knowledge that 'there is some such thing'. It is not famous in the sense that 
there is no clear knowledge of Brahman. 

Objection: Common people will not have even heard of the word Brahman. 
How do you say It is famous? 

Answer: This is the answer to those who know the word Brahman. The 
origination of the world itself establishes an eternal, clean, enlightened, free 
Brahman's existence. Starting from the root - Grown unrestrictedly' if the 

word is constructed as - It means that Brahman is limitless, grown without 

damaging its inherent nature. This leads to Its features: After growth also. It remains 
as It was before growth, so It is eternally clean. Since It grows by Itself, It has to be 
a conscious activity. So, It is eternally enlightened. Though grown unrestrictedly. 
It has not left Its cleanliness and enlightenment. So, It is eternally free. Therefore, it 
follows that there is the object Brahman following the meaning of the word Brahman. 

(12.2) Next, it is shown that Brahman is famous amongst all - those who know 

the meaning of the word Brahman or those who do not know, whether scholars or 
laymen: Prajha, the inner Atman, is in the experience of all. No one says that he is 
not existing 'though he is not understanding the world or even himself' (Ca. 8.11.1). 
No one says 'I was dead in susupti, I was not alive'. It is true that during susupti 
itself, nobody is aware that he was not knowing anything and that he was happy. 
Nevertheless, after waking up, everyone says: f^vcr^rf^f -1 was not 

knowing anything, I slept happily. In this way, prajha is famous. This Atman Itself 
is Brahman - 'Atma ca Brahma' - says Bhasyakara. This is because, during that time, 
the reason for not knowing anything and for the experience of extreme bliss is the 
oneness that he had obtained with Brahman - says the sruti. So Brahman is famous. 

(12.3) It is to be noticed that this proof for the fame of Brahman (in the form of 

prajha ), cannot apply to the fourth Atman because, he is as unknown as Brahman. 
So, it is also wrong to take fourth Atman in place of the entity grasped as 'I' - ksetrajna 
the pratyagatman (inside Atman). Not only that. Even in this section of the bhasya the 
Atman referred to is prajha only. Just as in the sentences like sn?T - This 

Atman is Brahman etc, here too, the Atman in ‘3TRqr ^ gr^r’ - is prajha only: ‘sfH 3PTO 
3Tfiqr I eFTs#? U^-luirMi sffrTT trtt sTHsTT fdjTRTT - This Atman is Brahman. Who is He? 
Pratyagatman the seer, the listener, the thinker, the knower (Br. Bh. 2.5.19). 
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(12.4) Question: How is that in susupti, the pratyagatmans oneness was the reason 
for his not knowing anything and his experience of extreme happiness? 

Answer: During the waking state, the mind, eyes and the outside forms are 
posed as separate due to avidyd. Therefore, there are qualified knowledges of forms, 
i.e., seeing the forms with eyes, grasping them with his mind etc.. But in the case of 
Brahman, none of these is different from It. So, though Brahman is of the nature of 
consciousness, there are no qualified knowledges in It. Therefore, if pratyagdtman 
does not have qualified knowledges in susupti, the reason is the oneness he had 
with Brahman - 3RT:cRnrr *t?g: WT % ddfcfrfjui 


TicFTT'ipm BTPTR: iffui ifRefcf jpd | ....3nr3 HcflVUdl wR'KcfcW: 




9wi irH'II : | ^FT *T ‘qUctrcH otjcih^aiPl eb**JnPi I 

dl'fw' I (Br. Bh.4.3.23). Further, Brahman is also of the nature of bliss ( Paramdnanda ). 

So, during susupti, pratyagdtman experiences that bliss also. 


^ crff cTl% sl^T pf^rrfFT cRT: ^M^c| ^f?T 3Tfa*TBRT^ 

^mWTI ^1 dfeVlN PTfW fcUjfdMx): I ^lTT?r ^ jn^uTT 



^ 3Tfef asyfaR-m TT^T: 

^f?T %f%RTI 37IrRT ^ftrFT I fctyldM?ii: ^frH-cuc^-rT^T- 

WT-W$RIT:*RT: I cT?T 3lfcwi4 ilRebf^ldlfdM^tlM: Ilfd^dl 

^We||cHl41^i«l ddfal^dcblMeMUII 

yFd^l 

13. Tf Brahman is well-known to people as the Self, then, since it is already 
known, the objection that it need not be discussed comes back!' No, because, 
there are conflicting views as to Its unique nature. Common people and 
Lokayatikas conceive of Atman as the mere body qualified by animation; others 
conceive of Atman as animated sense organs; yet others as mind; others as 
mere momentary cognition; others as void; still others say there is a samsari - 
(one leading a worldly life)—different from the body who is doer and enjoyer. 
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Some say that, he is enjoyer alone and not doer. Some say, there is, as different 
from him, an omniscient and omnipotent Iswara. He, the Atman, is the enjoyer, 
say others. Thus, there are different views based on reasoning, quotations (both 
sound and) fallacious. Accepting any one of these without enquiry would 
deprive one of moksa and one may also end up in grief. Therefore, by saying 
that discussion of Brahman should be done, a holy enquiry into Vedanta 
sentences is begun with reasoning not inconsistent therewith, and whose 
purpose is moksa. 

(13) In this way, if it is said that Brahman is well-known, once again the objection 
that it need not be discussed props up. 'If each day. Brahman is coming to the 
experience of everyone, what is there to discuss about Brahman ?' It is not like that. 
Everyone experiences only Its existence, no one knows Its nature - what exactly It 
is. That is, there is only a vague idea of It, not Its full knowledge. So Bhasyakara says 
‘ rrfgyftf TTfrT y Pn m -ri: ’ - Here are contradictory opinions about its characteristics' among 
thinkers. (Notice that if Atman is referred to here is not prajha, but the fourth Atman, 
these sentences cannot be reconciled; nobody has even a vague knowledge of that 
Atman). Therefore, non-believers in God, Veda etc, Vijhanavadis and nihilists among 
Buddhists, Logicians, Mimamsakas, Samkhyas etc- describe the pratyagdtman (who is 
Brahman ) in different ways. Dualists who disagree with the statement ‘ STRUT "U 

- This Atman is Iswara, describe that the omnicient and omnipotent Iswara is 
different from this Atman. Some thinkers say He is the enjoyer. All of them use 
logic and some even sruti sentences for proving their point. Obviously everybody 
cannot be right, because one and the same thing cannot have mutually contradictory 
characteristics. Therefore, without discussing, if someone accepts one of them out 
of blind faith and respect, he will miss moksa. Not only that; he may end up even in 
distress. So, people who desire moksa, should discuss about Brahman. How? They 
should use a logic not contradictory to the sruti. Brahmasutras and its bhdsya by 
Sankaracarya do precisely this. 


A.’!'.;!'. 

*»* «»* «»* 


'Jl'MiafaeMUIH, 

J ammady adhikaranam 

^. $nr fa*llRlde4|fac4£TMJJ fgj TJTO^r ^fw? 3TW 3TTf WR 
^IchK:- 

1. It has been said that Brahman is to be discussed. The question now arises 
what the characteristics of that Brahman are. Hence the venerable author of 
the sutras says: 

(It is that) yatah=hom which, janmadi = creation etc, asya = of this 
universe (happen). 

(1.1) Question: Sruti says that Brahman is not an object for knowing - ‘Tyra^yH^H’ 
(Br. 4.4.20); It is not visible, cannot be grasped - 3 oji$jh ’ (Mu. 1.1.15); 

inaccessible even to the mind - ‘ 3TSTP2I TFTOT m?’ (Tai. 2.4). Further, creation etc are 
features of the world, not of Brahman. Brahman is absolutely unrelated to the world. 
How can these features of the world be characteristics - laksana - of Brahman, through 
which It could be known? 

Answer: True. It cannot be grasped by speech, mind, eye or any other sense 
organ. Though so much featureless. It is known to be the cause of the world. So, it 
must have characteristics related to the features of the world - 'arur a tranT "a 
agyar a 3 t^T: arftr TjTyjvraaa i aarHaatajaaTbyr: srftr ^raa.- Tjaraffa aaaarara srffa ya 
(^T)’l (Ka. Bh. 2.3.12) 

Question: The fourth Atman (who is Brahman ), is said to be without 
characteristics - alaksanam. So, what sort of laksana are creation etc? 

Answer: What we know are features like creation etc and properties like 
change, inertness, limitedness; these belong to the world. But what we are actually 
looking at is Brahman. If we shift our attention gradually from creation etc to the 
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world of change and move on to Brahman, we can recognise It. In Brahman, there are 
neither creation etc nor change. In this way, though these features are absent in 
Brahman, they are indicators of It - the so called tatastha laksana. 

(1.2) One definition of tatastha laksana is: An accidental occurrence showing the 
object by separating it from others ‘ TTfrT oyicHeb - For example, 

a crow sitting on Devadatta's house is an indicator ( laksana ) of the house. But creation 
etc of the world are not tatastha laksana in that sense because they will be occurring 
periodically from infinite past to infinite future. Sruti says: UTrTT 



’ - God created the universe of sun, moon etc just like previously (Rg. 



ycdhrl qdirHch cTHTT ’ - The universe of moving and unmoving 

objects are coming out continuously like sparks of fire from the Atman, getting 


dissolved like bubbles in water staying as a form of Atman during sustenance (Br. 



Bh. 2.1.20). Another definition of this laksana is: ‘ *lfci - 

Any indicator of the object other than its inherent characteristics is tatastha laksana. 
In this sense, creation etc are tatastha laksanas, because they are not Brahman's inherent 
characteristics ( szuarupa laksana). 'How can they bring Brahman to our attention?' 

yla^yl cid/HM TeTT yld-o^uu^ ’ - Because these forms were assumed by 
Brahman to make us recognise It (Br. 2.5.19). Just as man expresses his meaning 
through speech. 

Brahman took up these forms to let us know It. There is a one way identity 
between the world and Brahman, just like that of speech and meaning. It is one way 
because: Speech is not different from meaning, but meaning is different from speech. 
So, creation etc and change etc of the world convey Brahman though they are not in 
Brahman. 



cRITcTTft ’ (t. 3.^) fdi4ci^Mi 



2.Janma—Creation; adih—etc. (meaning existence and destruction), 
janma adi asya is Tadgunasamvijnana Bahuvrihi compound (meaning creation. 
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existence and destruction taken together). The meaning of the compound is 
creation, existence and destruction. Creation being mentioned first is according 
to the sruti and also the nature of things. It is thus stated in scripture 'That 
from which these beings are created'. In this sentence, the sequence shown is 
creation, existence and destruction. The nature of a thing is also such that 
existence and destruction can happen only to a thing which has come into 
existence through creation. 

(2.1) Creation etc mean creation, sustenance and dissolution. Separating the 
three in any way does not convey the purport of sruti ; they have to be taken together 
as a compound word to imply sruti's purport. 'Creation' is not an adjective of the 
compound word. If the word is understood without separating the adjective, the 
compounding is called tadgunasamvijhdna bahuvrihih ; if separated, it is called 
atadgunasamvijhana bahuvrihih. If the latter is taken, then that could imply one animate 
cause for creation and another inanimate cause for sustenance and dissolution. 
The first could be the efficient cause and the second the material cause such as the 
pradhdna of the Sdmkhyas etc. This would not be according to sruti, which says that 
Brahman is both the efficient and material cause of the world. So, the first 
compounding is accepted. Another point about the sequence of creation, sustenance 
and destruction is as follows: When the world is not visible, we cannot talk of the 
latter two. Therefore, the sequence is taken as mentioned. Sruti also speaks of the 
same sequence with respect to the creatures. 

(2.2) This sutra considers the creation etc of both the inert and animate world, 

i.e., both ksetra and ksetrajha. ydTcbi^R'cfir^d: l Trarr^: 

aidiadParfyl'iH’ - Atman is born in the form of jivas like akasa in the form of the space 
inside pots and also in the form of bodies like pots etc. This is the example for His 
birth (Ma. Ka. 3.3). The ksetra coming out of apardprakrti is Brahman; ‘Tfrd "U anpf ^ 

- Changing unchanging and apparent truth are only forms of the absolute 
truth (Tai. 2.7) is pramdna for this. Ksetrajha coming out of pardprakrti is also Brahman - 
3TfiT ttt (ciHs’ (Gita 13.2) 'You are that' (Ca. 6.8.7) etc. are pramdna for this. 
Though two pairs viz., apard-ksetra and pard-ksetrajha are mentioned, Hiranyagarbha 
appearing through apardprakrti is the first bom ksetrajha, and ksetrajhas appear through 
pardprakrti i.e. prana —which is ksetra. 
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For creation of nama-rupa the qualified knowledge (of the forms) and contact 
with matter is necessary. These two can be found only in a jiva with avidya, not 
Iswara. Hence, motivation for creation is in jiva and not Iswara. Paramdtman is passive 
in His inherent nature, but motivated in association with mdyd - ‘rpuTRiH: 7J 

(Su. Bh. 2.2.7). Here mdyd means ego- ahamkdra 
- which is the cause of the motivation - which is avyakta in conjunction with avidya - 
‘3TPFIT: ffrT 3T6ifcWH...., 3J£eKR'FM ’ (G. Bh. 7.4). In this way, the 

material cause of creation etc. of effects is the mdyd of Iswara and the cause for 
motivation is avidya. That is the reason why Brahman enters in jiva form to create 
ndma-rupa - * sfr Tl'HiViHi apjgfbsu oiiicbtcfifui' (Ca. 6.3.2). With His iccha-sakti, 
jhdna- sakti and kriyd- sakti (powers of desire, knowledge and action), Iswara enters 
into th e jiva through His pardprakrti prana and transacts the creation etc. 

Question: Rather than this, why don't we just say that mdyd is the material 
cause of the world and Hiranyagarbha the efficient cause and thereby retain Brahman 
in Its essentially passive nature? 

Answer: No. Knowledge of Brahman is not possible without imposing 
causeness of the world on Brahman. The vidyd of the oneness of Atman is not possible 
without the knowledge of Brahman; otherwise Brahman will remain paroksa. 
Therefore, to teach Brahman, the imposition of both the efficient and material 
causeness is inevitable. 

Question: If the vyavahdra of creation etc, which does not exist in Brahman, is 
imposed on It, does it not amount to telling a lie? 

Answer: It is not a lie, since both Hiranyagarbha and mdyd are not different 
from Brahman. Hiranyagarbha handles the transaction of creation etc only through 
Brahman's power mdyd. For e.g., though it is only the mason who does the actual 
building of a house, people point to the owner as the builder. Similarly, in the case 
of Brahman, the imposition of causeness is in the secondary sense; it is adhydropa - 
imposition done by sdstra to teach Brahman. Not a lie, it is not even adhydsa - wrong 
knowledge. 

3 . “3T^r” srfifaT: ^TT I Wt 

3. (In the expression) "Of this" (the word) 'this' refers to the thing (i.e.. 
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universe) seen through perception etc. The sixth case refers to its relation to 
creation etc. 

(3.1) Here 'asya means 'of the world'. Creation etc are the dharmas of the world 
and the world is the dharmi, i.e. in which the dharmas are seen. Dharma cannot exist 
without dharmi, but dharmi does exist without dharma. This is because the world 
always exists; when it is not seen, it is only unmanifest - ‘ chi4n 3Tftr nrd 

'srfii-a-'Td ’ (Su. Bh. 2.1.16). Manifestation is creation, existing in the manifest form 
is sustenance and becoming unmanifest again is destruction. This implies that the 
dharmi (world), is independent of the dharma (creation etc). Similarly in the next 
step, change, inertia and limitedness are dharmas of the world; and the dharmi 
independent of them is its material cause viz.. Brahman. World is not free from 
Brahman, but Brahman is free from the world. It is like the changing pot which is not 
free from clay, but clay, which is unchanging, is free from the pot. This dharma- 
dharmi relation is nothing but effect-cause relation (Su. Bh. 2.1.9). In this way, 
creation etc are not free from the world, and the world is not free from Brahman; so, 
creation etc and the world can become features of Brahman. 

Creation etc are upa-laksana - more distant features; change, inertia, limitedness 
of the world are dharma-laksana - nearer features and immutability ( satyam ), 
awareness ( jhdna ) and limitlessness {anantam) are swarupa-laksana, viz., inherent 
features of Brahman. Similarly, birth, living and death of ksetrajha are upa-laksana, 
his different levels of pleasures are the dharma-laksana and bliss is swarupa-laksana - 
of Brahman. That is why the Brahma Sutras start the discussion of Brahman from 
creation etc in the janmadi section and then show that the world is non-different 
from the immutable Brahman in the vilaksana ( Su. 2.1 sec3) and arambhana (Su. 2.1 
sec. 6) sections and finally in ubhayalihga section (Su 3.2 sec. 5) establish its inherent 
nature of attributelessness. Similarly, in tadabhava section, the inherent nature of 
ksetrajha is shown to be Brahman (Su. Bh. 3.2 sec. 2). In this way, the vidya of the 
oneness of Atman is to know the inherent nature of the world which is Brahman, 
which is also the inherent nature of the individual soul ksetrajha; vidya is not to 
know that the world is an illusion. In fact, Bhdsyakdra has warned that the one who 
understands the world as illusory is unfit for moksa (see Adhyasa Bhasya 25.2 end 
part)*. 


^Because: If what is seen by the eyes is to be rejected by the mind as mithya, it needs 
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Ksetra (world) and ksetrajna (individual soul) are described as of different 
natures. If ksetra is non-existent, this sentence does not make sense. If it is non¬ 
existent, how could the Sutrakdra and Bhdsyakara have taken so much pains to 
establish that the inherent nature of ksetra is Brahman ? If the features of ksetra are not 
in Brahman, the reason is that Brahman is its material cause. This featureless Brahman 
is prdjha. The characteristic features of Brahman viz., immutability, awareness, 
limitlessness, oneness, bliss are experienced by everyone in deep sleep. There¬ 
fore, when informed, anyone easily understands that adhyasa is wrong knowledge. 

cbKU|fn?vi:l 

cbKun^^fw clIcKJViN: I 

4. “From which" designates the cause. That omniscient and omnipotent 
cause from which occur the creation, existence and destruction of this universe; 
a universe differentiated by name and form, containing many doers and 
enjoyers, the support of the fruit of action regulated by place, time and 
causation, the nature of whose design cannot even be conceived by the mind; 
"that is Brahman" is the remaining part of the sentence (in the sutra). 

(4.1) The gist of this section is that the omniscient, omnipotent Brahman alone 
is the cause of the world. For confirming it, some comments may be made using 
inference - 

(a) The world of names and forms could not have come from an inert cause. 

The cause has to be animate. Sruti puts it like this: ‘uciHui ^ilui Fa fury sflT: aTRThr 
3rb-ic|<^<^iHF - That brave one creating forms, is calling them by their names (Tai. 
Ar. 3.12.7) *TT: - He desires (to create) (Tai. 2.6), ‘IT: f §TcT, TT: f§TfcT^’ - He saw 

(Ai. 1.1.1) etc. 

(b) The world is full of doers and enjoyers. The one enjoying the fruit of karma 
done in this life is both the doer and enjoyer. When enjoying past karma, he is not a 
doer but only an enjoyer. Since doers and enjoyers are included in creation, there 
cannot be doership or enjoyership in the cause Brahman. 


knowership in the doer and this separates him from Brahman. Knowership is lost only 
when what is seen by the eyes is accepted by the seer as himself. 
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(c) The doer's karma is his action ( kriyd ). The fruit of karma that he enjoys later is 
the fruit (phala) of action. This enjoyment has to follow the rules of space, time and 
causation. As this space, time and causation are effects, they cannot exist in the 
cause. 

(d) The complexity of the world is beyond imagination. Scientists of 
extraordinary brilliance have been breaking their heads since centuries to unravel 
the mystery of the world using inference ( anumana ). They are succeeding only in 
discovering some intermediate causes, never the ultimate one. It is impossible to 
determine the ultimate cause by inference. Why? The reason is: Seeing vydpya (the 
pervaded), the vyapaka (the pervader) is conjectured on the basis of the knowledge 
of vyapti (pervasion) in anumana pramana. The knowledge of vydpti is possible in 
determining an intermediate cause, but it is impossible in the case of the ultimate 
cause; because neither itself nor something similar to it is already known. Therefore, 
the ultimate cause never be determined by inference. 

(4.2) Question: In (4.1c) above, time has been mentioned as a created item. 
Time is what is referred to as earlier, now, later etc when the world is being seen; it 
is the time recognised during sustenance. Dissolution is when it goes unseen. 
Therefore, creation etc are possible only when time is accepted, i.e. time has to be 
the cause. How is it that it is included among the created? 

Answer: Times are really two: one is countable like earlier, now later etc. This 
is relative time. Another is its cause, which is uncountable. This is the absolute 
time. Relative time changes from place to place; it is of decaying type and countable 
like day and night. Absolute time is immutable, so not countable, so not decaying 
type - like the time of one on the sun, where there is no setting or rising of sun. 
Countable relative time is Brahman - T: ebemcmy 3T?m’ (Gita 10.30). So also 
uncountable absolute time - 1 tru 3T8TU: cj^M: ’ (Gita 10.33). When this appears as 
standing grown up, it becomes relative time - ‘^FFT: srfbT ’ (Gita 11.32). 

Therefore, relative time is the effect and absolute time is its material cause. Absolute 
time belonging to the causal category appears like relative time through the event 
of creation. So also space. Indeed, even space and time are undivided before 
creation - ‘^lehlcimRIW^’ (Lalita Sahasranama 701)*. 

*We can show that the space ( desa ), time (kdla) and direction ( dik ) are all effects. 
Space, time and direction are also created along with the jagat. Actually, there is no 
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(4.3) Objection: In accordance with the names and forms already existing in 
his mind, the pot maker creates the pots etc. But Brahman has no mind (Mu. 2.1.2). 
How then can It be the efficient cause of the names and forms of the world? 

Answer: Jivas are alpajhas For creating anything, they need instruments 

(, karanas ). Based on this, if it is conjectured that the omniscient ( sarvajha ) and 
omnipotent Brahman also needs instruments for creation is not right. It is known 
that people with special powers ( siddhas ) create things without the usual instruments 
(Su. Bh. 2.1.25). Another example is of the dreaming Atman, which though one, 
creates the several forms seen in dreams. Knowing all this, it is not right to use the 
logic of other pramanas to make objections on sruti. Indeed, sruti tells us only about 
those things which are not available for other pramanas. Actually, that the 
instrumentless Brahman is the cause of this mysterious creation shows Its 
omniscience and omnipotence. 

(4.4) Objection: One cannot say that Brahman is always knowing something or 
the other and doing something or the other; because, there is nothing to know or 
do in pralaya. Therefore, how is it possible to say that Brahman of mere awareness - 
kevala jhanaswarupa - is omniscient and omnipotent? 

space, time and direction in objects themselves, but we as jhata (knower) see them always 
together. For example, when we see a pot, we see it along with the space where it is. 
When something is moving we say 'then' and 'now'. Similarly with direction. Objects 
belong to one class, while space, time and direction to another. As observers we are 
aware of the object as well as space, time and direction. For knowing the object we use 
the sense organs but not so to know space, time and direction. These we get to know 
only along with the object. If one is grasping the object, they must be there. Similarly, the 
question arises: 'Where are space, time and direction existing?' Since we get their pratyaya 
in the buddhi, they must be existing somewhere. However, if we remove all the objects, 
then there won't be space, time or direction. But whenever the object is seen, they are 
also noticed. Therefore, the cause of the objects and space, time, direction should be the 
same. That is Brahman. Therefore, space, time and direction are also effects of Brahman 
and not a cause. Space, time are the shadows of the object in the mind. Originally, 
space-time are one undivided, but are produced distinctly along with the objects by 
Iswara. In Brahman they are undivided, in creation, they seem to get divided. Since we 
observe space, time etc, therefore they have to be there. Therefore, there is a time ( kala ) 
before creation; it is absolute time (nirapeksa kala), which is not measurable. We are 
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Answer: It is omniscient precisely because it is jhanaswarupa. The statement 
that one which has the eternal capacity of jhdna which can illumine (know) 
everything is not omniscient is self-contradictory - TTH PirMH 

3TfTrT TT: 3TPrasT: ffa (Su.Bh.1.1.5), Omniscience is its inherent nature - ‘ TT: 

^cj^^crtrrg; ’ (Ai. Bh. 1.1). But it does not have the transaction of omniscience, because 
transaction is possible only through the adjuncts ( upadhis ) of intelligence etc. 
Without adjuncts, transaction is not possible and Brahman has no adjuncts. 
However, it is omniscient in its very nature; omniscience is not its attribute. 
Omnipotence is also to be understood similarly. 

(4.5) Objection: Omniscience and omnipotence are in Brahman, not jlva. Then 
how is Brahman- jlva oneness possible? 

Answer: Since the vyavahara of omniscience and omnipotence are not there in 
proa ; so Isivara is different from him. Bhasyakara indeed says later that jlva cannot 
engage in the vyavahara of creating the world etc. But in his inherent adjunctless 
nature, jlva is certainly omniscient - ‘ -ndsidi % 7TU"? ’Metals nyihnr: ’ (Ma.Ka.4.89). 
Therefore, in the case of jhanl, creation etc are through him only.This has already 
been said (Adhydsa Bhdsya 25.3). 

Objection: Then would it not lead to several Iswaras ? 

Answer: This fault arises only when th ejhanl is cognised through the adjuncts 
of body etc. Such a cognition is wrong, because he is the Atman unrelated to the 
body. That Atman is one and is Isivara. 

measuring time with respect to the sun. In sun itself it is not measurable. Absolute time 
manifests as relative time with respect to objects. Similarly, there is absolute space also 
that is akasa; before that it was in the form of Brahman. 

All divisions are like this. What were previously of the nature of Brahman, show up 
as modifications graspable by the intellect - without losing their inherent nature of 
Brahmanness. This is just like clay appearing like pots etc - not at all different. 'The world 
which was in an undifferentiated form earlier to creation, was an object for only one 
word and one concept i.e. Atman. Now, after differentiation of names and forms, it is 
available for several words and concepts and also for one word and one concept i.e. 
Atman - 3 <iHi 

3T%^T^THI^rTT^rrq 3 HirHcbyi<»jy^r’ (Ai. Bh.1.1.1). This sentence knocks out the 
statement that the world is an illusion. 
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Question: How to know that Iszvara is only one ? 

Answer: Unchangeability, awareness ( jnana) and limitlessness are the 
characteristics of Iszvara. Here jnana is not the qualified jnana appearing in the 
intellect as a result of the action of knowing. It is mere awareness. This is only one; 
it cannot be more than one. If it is, the other one becomes the known. Similarly for 
ananda of Iszvara. It is also free of adjuncts; it is not that which is experienced through 
objects. This oneness of jnana and ananda is directly experienced by everyone in 
deep sleep. The Iszvara of the characteristics of jnana and ananda is one only. 

Question: It is said that para and apard prakrtis are eternal. So they exist even in 
pralaya. Does this not contradict the oneness of Brahman in pralaya ? 

Answer: No. Even during existence when multiplicity is seen, there is only 
one Brahman from the causal point of view. What to say during pralaya ? Even then 
it is one because prakrti is non-different from Brahman -*W yilcki: 9TET snc 
yriwrfWTrfT: (G.Bh.14.27) My mdyd is of My own nature - yp 

TT^TT xthtt’ (G. Bh. 14.3). 

*llc|facbKIUli 3Frnrfcr: ff?T ^R^fcHiyiHW 

fiRiifedni 3 mvti arfer frUKlni M *rnw: f^ifdchi^i 

BHchKUll^3d4frlR4i|frHIVII: 1 ^IVI^rll 

rl-MIVlft S^TOT: fltcT JRRTgr cT ^ TJ^Rtl 

5. Creation existence and destruction are to be understood here, because 
all other modifications of being are included in these three. If (those) 
enumerated by Yaska viz., 'born, exists' etc were taken, they could occur even 
during the existence of the universe and there could arise a doubt that the 
creation existence and destruction of the universe by the ultimate cause are 
not to be taken here. To prevent that doubt, existence and destruction are also 
taken in the same Brahman from which creation has happened. 

(5.1) Creation, sustenance and destruction mentioned in this sutra apply to the 
world as a whole. Yaska mentions six modifications for things: jdyate-bom, asti- 
exists, viparinamate- transforms, vardhate-grown, apaks iya fe-deca y s, vinasyati- dies. All 
these modifications could be observed in things we see during the sustenance of 
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the world; for e.g. in a plant. For a plant, the cause could be the earth, not necessarily 
Brahman. In that case, the earth would be an intermediate cause. So, a doubt could 
arise whether this sutra is referring to the ultimate cause or to some penultimate 
cause like the earth in the example here. In order to rule out an intermediate cause 
and keep only the ultimate cause, sustenance and destruction are also included as 
happening from the Brahman from which creation happens. This is done by 
absorbing Yaska's six modifications in sustenance alone. 

Question: What is the pramana for the ultimate causeness of Brahman ? 

Answer: The mantra: 'Iszvara created the sun moon earth (the whole universe) 
as it was previously—snTTr i h ^ d f?u ui-aRgmsfr ’ (Rg 

Veda 10.190.3), says clearly that the world as a whole is subject to the cycle of 
creation etc and that Iszvara is its cause. 

^ q ^ftrF fdVlMUlHI Wm: I? 3RRT: 

JTSTRTtT 31-cl tH Id, 3TTJpT: 3T^TtT Mnft c(T VleRiqj 

q ^ ^ smkhmi 

6. Apart from Iswara having the above mentioned qualities, the creation 
etc of the universe having the above mentioned qualities can never happen 
from anything else like the insentient pradhana or atoms or vacuum or jwa; 
nor by its own nature because (it) needs specific space-time-causation (relation). 

(6.1) This section tells us that none other than the omniscient and omnipotent 
Iszvara is the ultimate cause of this complex universe. The Samkhyas say that their 
pradhana of the three gunas changes by itself and gets the form of the world. There 
is no example of such an inert stuff doing this sort of work. Even agreeing that the 
inert pradhana could assume the form of the world like milk becoming curd, it can 
never allot the fruits of karmas to the jivas because of its inertness. So, inert pradhana 
could never be the cause (Su. Bh. 2.2. sec. 1). 

Further, Vaisesikas say that atoms are the material cause of the world and a 
doer-enjoyer Atman conceived by them is the efficient cause. It has been shown 
that this theory is full of contradictions (Su. Bh. 2.2.12-17). 

Next come the nihilist Buddhists. They say 'a plant grows with the death of 
the seed. So, absence of the seed is the cause of the plant. Similarly, this world too 
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comes from void/ They have no answer for the question: 'How only absence of 
mango seed is the cause of a mango tree and not the absence of a tamarind seed?' 
Moreover, it is directly seen that the sprout of the tree is hidden in the seed and as 
it starts growing, the seed is lost. So, their logic is irresponsible; no one agrees with 
it. 



Also, the world cannot come from jiva either - ‘ 

’ (Su. Bh. 2.4.20). 



Next, whether something could spontaneously generate the world by its 
inherent nature. What is inherent nature working spontaneously? It should be 
something which works without the expectation of any particular place, time or an 
animate agent. Even milk cannot become curd without taking recourse to place 
and time. Even a straw cannot move without an animate agent. An inert thing is 
that which cannot work by itself. So, without an animate agent, it is impossible for 
the world to come into existence. Therefore, this mysterious universe can come 
only from the omniscient, omnipotent Iswara. 

(6.2) Question: Starting off with a discussion of Brahman, how is it that suddenly 
an omniscient and omnipotent Iswara is introduced as the cause of the world? Who 
is He? How is He related to Brahman ? 

Answer: Brahman is mere jhdna and transactionless. It is impossible to know It. 
In order to teach It, sdstras take the following sequence as steps: Prakrti is actually 
non-different from Brahman. However, it is treated as different, and is supposed to 
be an adjunct of Brahman. This is an imposition ( adhyaropa ) on Brahman, made by 
sastra. With this adjunct. Brahman is called Iswara. One part of prakrti called avyakta — 
the inert power—is material cause of the world; the other is prana —the action power 
that activates the world. This sustains the whole world of ksetra-ksetrajha (Gita 7.5) 
This prana is the vibrating force in all (Su. Bh.1.3.39). Avyakta contains in it the 
defects of avidya of jivas - ‘ wnRT^f^TTTRn'’ (G.Bh.12.3), which creates 

motivation in Iswara. Creation is meant for jivas' experiencing the fruits of their 
karma and also moksa. Brahman Itself is described as the agent of this activity in the 
form of Iswara. In the avidya view of jivas, themselves, world and Brahman are all 
different. But from the causal point of view, world is not different from prakrti and 
prakrti is not different from Brahman - ‘ enn uis yrfcRT: 3TT?T^rf cFnfrr’ (Su. 

Bh. 2.1.18) including jiva. 
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To teach this oneness of Atman and Brahman, a difference is presupposed in 
the otherwise one and alone Brahman: The prakrti, non-different from It, is conceived 
as Its adjunct to reconcile with the world of vyavahara. This is adhyaropa, which if 
not done. Brahman cannot be taught. The moment Brahman is understood through 
the effect-non-difference law, this adhyaropa automatically drops off. In this way, 
Brahman-Iswara difference is just a verbal one (vacarambhana)*. 


V9. TTrT^cT 3FJITR R- 

ebKfuM: I ^Tl 3<*Mc||cW 



f| dgllcHlfd: ^ 34^MlR iWluiHifn^ll 


7. Those who accept Iswara as the cause, regard this very inference as the 
proof for the existence of an Iswara different from jwa. Ts not the same 
presented here also in (this) sutra 'Creation etc?' No, because the sutras are 
intended to string together the Vedanta sentences like flowers. Sutras 
investigate quoting only the Vedanta Sentences. Realization of Brahman occurs 
at the end of the investigation of the sentences, and not by other pramanas like 
anumana etc. 

(7.1) Till now, the material causeness of Brahman is hidden in the acceptance of 
the tadgunasamvijhdnabahuvnhi compounding of creation etc, and only Its efficient 
causeness has been discussed. Since this could be established even by anumana, a 
doubt arises whether in this sutra also, Iswara is portrayed using anumana. The 
answer is no. An Efficient Iswara, established by anumana is only an object for the 
knower jiva - not accessible for the experience of oneness with the knower. So, such 
an Iswara is always indirect. But Brahman spoken of by the sruti is not so. Though it 
is just existence alone - sanmatra, it is the cause of the world; though the cause of 
the world, it is sanmatra. This deeply dignified Brahman spoken of by sruti is satyam, 
jhana, anantam and ananda, which can be experienced by prajha as himself. This 
changelessness separates it from change and limitlessness from limitedness. These 
two are Its relative characteristics with respect to the world derived by its material 


*Apara Brahma, Saguna Brahma and Karya Brahma are the other names of Hiranya- 
garbha - the First Born (Su. BH. 4.3.7 and 4.3.10). This Iswara is not Apara Brahma. 
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causeness. Change and limitedness are not illusions, they are transactional truths. 
Further, jhdna separates It from the adhydropita - the imposed agency - and ananda 
from the illusory anandamaya etc atmans ; these are absolute characteristics. Through 
reflection and contemplation, one obtains the knowledge of Brahman. When this 
knowledge culminates in the experience of oneness, the fruit is this: When without 
thoughts, the intellect stays in existence-alone Atman and when with thoughts, stays 
in the experience of oneness of Atman with everything. The sense of difference is 
totally destroyed. 

In this way, the gulf of difference between anumana etc and sruti is this: Till the 
end, there will be the multiplicity of knower-knowledge-known and the associated 
transaction in the former. Sruti however, though starting with multiplicity, 
demolishes it gradually but tracelelssly, transforms even its gross form like 
camphor, to spread light and becomes one with it. Brahma Sutras is a garland of 
the flowers of such sruti sentences. 

6 . 3 ^dlKdlcK)^ WT^t *KllfccbKU|d|f^ 3T^- 

4-IM4-|fM ^dHdlcKI-STf^frfsr 5RM ^ fddl^ I ^ fKId^H 

rfc 3T^drc|ldJ rT^fl “steft JRIcST:” ^*.<0 ^f?T 

trtTCT^cT, 3MkW^d TTctfcT 3TT5TT^R (^T ^*. 3 ) 

ff?T W 3TT?tRt dvidfdl ^ £j4Fd*IWIdlfad T^T 

jnTM p^l: 3T5^T^TSJI 

3T^dldflHrc|M TMd^PdMdrdlT^I f| 1 q 3 ^^t4^TT 

3TfFT ^f?T Kid If) c| yihlUii ^M| ^^TdldlrhdmrcIlT^I cbrfcdfd cfuflT 

3T^lT 3RTSTT cTT cfuf ^4 W 3T^T 

3RT$TT ^1 ^ f Jlrtffd ff?TI cTSTT “3Tf?TTTt “dlfd*^ 

tiUfrH “ 373 ^ ^f?r f^rf^sTTsr 373r 

378fcRT: ^:l 3BFPf -3WdKI2JI ^ “Tier” “^cHT”, 

“37fer”, “^Tfer” ^f?T cfT fdcb^c) I fdcbK-HI^ I 

cR^nSTTrRT^R riff I d^d^d rkT I ^ ff W# TT^fFR 

$fd dTci^M Ticifci I d?T ^5^: 3t^il dT $fd fiT&mjjiMHj 
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P^IIU^d rlTcl^M^I cK^d^rclldJ TT^ f^Wmf UWn^T cKfJd^HJ 

rT?r Ticj *rf?r sfWFmfa d^d^ci, i 

8. In order to confirm the apprehended meaning of the Vedanta Sentences 
which discuss the creation etc. of the world, an inference unopposed to the 
Vedanta sentences is not be excluded as a valid pramana; for the upanisads 
themselves accept reasoning as a help. “(The self is) to be heard, it is to be 
thought about" and “a learned intelligent person reaches Gandhara, in the 
same way, a man with an dcdrya understands" show that one is helped by the 
human intellect. In the discussion of Brahman, sruti etc are not the only pramana 
as they are on the discussion of dharma. But rather, sruti etc. and experience 
etc are pramana as occasion arises because, the knowledge of Brahman 
culminates in experience and it (Brahman) is an existent object. In the case of 
karma which does not expect experience, sruti etc are the only pramana. Since 
coming into existence of karma depends on the person, worldly and Vedic 
karma may be done, not done, or done in a different way. For e.g. one goes on 
horseback or on foot or otherwise or does not go at all. Similarly, “In the atirdtra 
he takes the sixteenth cup", “In the atirdtra he does not take the sixteenth 
(cup)"; "As sun rises, he does the oblation", "Before sunrise he does the 
oblation". Prescriptions and prohibitions are meaningful here; also options, 
general rules and exceptions. But an object does not admit of options like “thus, 
not thus", "exists, does not exist". Options are dependent on human intellect 
(i.e. subjective). The knowledge of the true nature of an object is not dependent 
on the human intellect. What then? It depends on the object itself (i.e. objective). 
In the case of one post, true cognition cannot be as “It is a post or something 
else or a man". In this case “a man or something else" is an illusory cognition; 
“It is certainly a post" is the true cognition, because it depends on the object. 
Thus, in the case of existent things, the validity of the pramana is objective. 
Therefore, the knowledge of Brahman also is objective as it is an existent object. 

(8.1) Though inference etc are blamed in this manner, they cannot be rejected 
because in the process of knowing Brahman they too have a role since ultimately. 
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Brahman too is an existent object to be experienced. Just as in the case of other 
objects. Brahman's knowledge too is objective - to be understood as it is. It is not 
subjective; i.e., the knower cannot know it as he likes. The example of the stump 
given by Bhdsyakdra has been discussed in (Adhyasa Bhasya 14.4). So, sruti etc and 
experience etc are pramanas in the discussion of Brahman as the occasion arises. 
Sruti etc means sruti, smrti, purdna, itihdsa; and experience etc means experience 
obtained through other pramanas and the logic necessary to remove doubts. 

(8.2) This is not so in the discussion of dharma (dharma-jijhdsd). Karma taught 
there is not objective. So, there is room for injunction-prohibition, choice-general 
rule-exceptions. Unlike Brahma-jijhdsd, experience is not a criterion in the discussion 
of dharma. 

(8.3) After rejecting inference etc for Brahman's experience, if it is said that they 
also have a role besides sruti, the question arises 'When are other pramanas also 
acceptable? Why? When are they not acceptable? Why?' In the absence of clear 
answers to this question, one will not know the method of discussing Brahman. 
One will argue when one should not argue and will not argue when one should 
argue. These defects will hamper the discussion of Brahman. To prevent it, we will 
take up its examination. 

(8.4) Things are of two types: available to the senses and not available. Pramanas 
are five: direct perception ( pratyaksa ), inference ( anumdna ), analogy ( upamdna ), 
presumption ( arthdpatti ), Vedas (sruti). Those available for the senses are objects 
for the first four, since all of them depend on direct perception. Though inference 
concerns a thing which is indirect at that particular moment, finally its existence 
has to be verified only by direct perception; otherwise the concept is rejected. On 
the other hand, sruti speaks only of things that are not perceptible to the senses. 
Dharma/adharma and things beyond prakrti are not available for sense perception; 
they are topics exclusively for sruti. Nevertheless, dharma/adharma meant for the 
prosperity of the jivas, are not unrelated to the objects of perception. So, though the 
dharma part of the Vedas discusses only things beyond perception, it cannot speak 
against other pramanas. 'Even if 100 srutis say that fire is cold and without light, 
they cannot be pramdna. If sruti at all says that 'fire is cold, without light', then 
another intended meaning has to be conceived. Otherwise, it will not be valid. The 
conceived meaning should not contradict either the pramdna in question or sruti - A 
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% ^IdyidHSTftr7TT?T: 3TfH: 3iycbiyil ^fcf WTPTCW ^ifcl I '^rf? ^TRT TftrT: 3TfH: 3iyehis»il 
ffrT rTSTlftr 3TSIRTT §J?T: fUctfgH cFc*zf | U i| 3T^TaTT 3^<4 -H: ^ <J WnTRTrfsR^ *Uc{UHfc*>/<£ 
err’ (G.Bh. 18.66). 

(8.5) Next, in Brahman's discussion, how can there be room for other pramanas ? 
Sruti itself encourages them because Brahman has to be understood only through 
the perceived world; there is no other way. Therefore, upto the point of conveying 
the knowledge of Brahman, sruti uses other pramanas also and never speaks 
contradictory to them. 'One pramana can never contradict another pramana. A pramana 
objectifies only that which is not an object for other pramanas. Without resorting to 
the words and objects of the world, even sruti cannot convey another unknown 
thing- T* wnrf ymuiwVui fsRTSZRt, WWRTTrfumm TTU % TPTnJTRTT jULfuFd I i=r 
«TT?.|if|6iird>^V| 3TPTTR WHf 3T3TRT UW-Wq (Br. Bh. 2.1.20). So, 

there is certainly profit derived from other pramanas in the process of getting the 
knowledge of Brahman. After getting this knowledge, one crosses the limits of 
multiplicity and enters into the region of oneness. After this there is no room for 
other pramanas, not even for that part of the sruti dealing with the prosperity of the 
jivas* 

Here, Upanisads are the only pramana. Therefore, after learning about Brahman 
through the world, one cannot ask questions in the reverse direction based on 
inference etc. For e.g., there is no meaning in asking the questions: 'How can the 
world emerge from a Brahman which is alone without a second? How can the 
immutable Brahman handle transactions like creation etc?' Even as the compassio¬ 
nate Bhasyakara cautions the questioner that these are unusable questions, he 
simultaneously makes the effort of pacifying him with an appropriate answer as 
follows: 'It has indeed been said that other pramanas are also possible of application 
since Brahman is an existent object'. This thought is merely a fancy. Brahman is not 

^Question: A sruti against pratyaksa is interpreted reconciling both pramanas. Should 
the same be done if the sruti is against inference? 

Answer: No, because: Whether inference or sruti, its validity is only by direct 
experience. In the case of the first five pramanas, experience is only by pratyaksa. So, the 
other four pramanas cannot go against pratyaksa. But in the case of sruti, the object to be 
experienced is not pratyaksa; so it need not conform to pratyaksa. But the validity of sruti 
does hold since the object propounded by it is experienceable - though not by pratyaksa. 
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available for perception by the senses because it has no form etc. It is not available 
for inference etc because It has no signs. Like dharma, Brahman too is to be understood 
only through sruti - *'*133 *ftfH yhfaariTrcfM yyruiRKififi mruq;: ffa W5fy trtt^hi^h i 

wrRwrcrrf^^ 3^3^: vrvpaw jfl-cft1 ^yHr^hrHj 3^3 

3T^3Tst: spfcT 3 ’ l (Su. Bh. 2.1.6). 

One has to carefully examine the phrase 'like dharma, to be understood only 
by sruti’ in the above quotation and the sentence 'sruti etc are not the only pramdna 
in the discussion of Brahman as in the discussion of dharma' in the bhdsya text section 
being discussed presently. Questions raised above in the reverse direction belong 
to the former category. They are answered by a logic not contradictory to the sruti 
as follows: 'Waking and dreaming states come and go, leaving the prdjha untouched. 
In deep sleep he is the worldless Atman because he leaves the world and merges in 
Brahman ; the world is a product of Brahman and so non-different from Brahman by 
the law of non-difference of effect-cause - 1 yd waL 1 

^TRT^SRT^fr: 3'mTT: 3TRTR: WVWM ^ yy^yRnUlin tT3WTT 

bfeyLf^^fcfivyrUH, wirj ^TmcrrUH chT4chij;iriiw^^-fiifH ffh iru warn;: ’ 1 

(Su. Bh. 2.1.6). 

V TT sIpJT: ilhlU|WlfdMi|^|i)c| ^Mc||cKlfcWKU|| 3T=Tfsf%^ 

5TTOT? ^1 tf5^3Tf^l^T I FHITcRTt ^ 

wf^wftFTi ^rf?r % ^ ijifcn 

cbi^N^ 3 % s^pjtt w r<kn^A %^rf%rsr usKfafa i 

riff? 

9. 'If Brahman is an existing thing, it would be an object for other pramdnas 
and so would it not become meaningless to investigate Vedanta sentences to 
know Brahman?' No, because, as It is not an object for the senses the connection 
cannot be known. Senses by nature cognize things and cannot cognize Brahman. 
If It were cognizable by the senses, then. Its connection with this effect (world) 
could be grasped. When effect alone is being grasped, it is not possible to 
determine whether it (the effect) is connected with Brahman or with something 
else. Therefore, the siitra 'creation etc' could not be speaking of inference. 'What 
then?' It is conveying the meaning of the Vedanta sentences. 
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(9.1) By the law of non-difference of effect-cause, 'the world, which is an effect, 
is one with its cause, which is Brahman' (Su. Bh. 2.2.38) - this is the former part of the 
law. But Brahman is different from the world - this is the latter part of the law. Sruti 
discusses the former part through the examples of clay-pot etc and thereby teaches 
about Brahman. During this step, it uses a logic not in disagreement with other 
pramanas. But in the region of the latter part, apart from superimposing ( adhydropa) 
of causeness of the world on Brahman, it does not say anything more. Indeed no 
theory, professing to discuss the issue, tells us anything more than this, because it 
is just not possible. This becomes obvious when one has understood Brahman. 
Nevertheless common people, who are influenced by other pramanas, do ask the 
unaskable question 'How is is possible that from Brahman, who is 'merely existence' 
(sanmatra), the world could be produced?' It is to clear this doubt that the bhasya 
uses the rope-snake example. 'Though this appears as snake, it is rope only. 
Similarly, though it appears like the world, it is Brahman only. There is Brahman 
alone. There is nothing like a world different from Brahman'. Therefore factually, 
there is no scope for this question. This is the logic, uncontradictory to sruti, which 
is employed by the bhasya to answer the above question. 

In this way, while explaining Brahman though the world, the clay-pot examples 
are used and after teaching, to remove doubts about the understood Brahman, the 
example of snake and rope is given. But those who are stuck firmly to the illusoriness 
( jagat-mithyatva ) of the world, caused by the blunder of associating' asmat-pratyaya- 
gocara', the very first word of Adhyasa Bhasya with the fourth Atman - not bothering 
to investigate the roles of the extremely dissimilar examples of clay-pot and rope- 
snake - ditch the example of clay-pot which shows the cause-effect relation - hold 
on firmly to the rope-snake example which does not show the cause-effect relation 
- cook up the word vivartopadana whatever it is, to explain the cause-effect relation 
of Brahman and the world. If they are ascribing vivartopadananess to Brahman to 
reconcile the creation of the world with the immutability of Brahman - it is 
unnecessary, because the clay-pot example itself reconciles it since 'clay alone is 
immutable - fR^r’. But the effort of their 'logic' is aimed at proving that the 

world is non-existent. This is discardable outright. No one who has studied the 
'pot-bhasya' of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (Br. Bh. 1.2.1) will accept that the world is 
non-existent. This section of the bhasya is also not convenient for these illusionists. 
It is like this: In the rope-snake example, both the rope and the snake are objects for 
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the eyes. Though a snake is being seen, on examining the rope with the same eyes 
one realises 'this is not a snake, it is a rope'. But in the case of Brahman-jagat, only 
th ejagat is an object for the eyes and not Brahman, which is the cause of jagat (world). 
Therefore, Brahman cannot be taught through the world by saying that 'the support 
- adhisthana - of this illusory world is Brahman'. 

^ o. cUbiui: I 

crcnJT srsftff sr^T^Msbui 3 ttf cn 

^rTTf^ vHIdlfH *flc|Pdl I dfeFd*1lfl*c| I 

d^sJ^fd” (t. 3 .^) rR^T W “31H<|cjfc)c| ufrcWlfd TRTTft 

TfRRh 3TR% 'did I Id ^IdPdl 3TR^ (t. 3 .^) ^f?TI 

31-MMRi T$k 'dldl'Mchild *|c|*I*c|*nM- cbKU|fcmi||fui 

10. 'Which then is the Vedanta Sentence which this sutra draws attention 
to?' Beginning with "Bhrgu, the son of Vanina, approached his father and 
asked, 'Teach me Brahman, venerable one'", the reply was ''That from which 
these beings originate, being originated they live, that to which they return. 
Discuss that. That is Brahman". And the answer settling the question is "Verily 
from bliss alone these beings originate. Unto bliss do they return". There are to 
be quoted other sentences too of this nature, which speak of the cause which is 
eternally pure, enlightened, free and omniscient. 

(10.1) Here, Vedanta sentences considered in janmddi sutra are quoted which 
teach the cause Brahman. As already mentioned, the world contains both ksetra and 
ksetrajha. The sentence quoted above teaches us Brahman through ksetrajha. Just as 
the characteristics changelessness (satya ),jhana and limitlessness (ananta) of Brahman 
were separated from the inert world of change and limitedness, the ananda 
characteristic is to be separated from the material pleasures of ksetrajha. These 
pleasures are really not related with materials at all. The ananda of deep sleep of 
the adjunctless ksetrajha appears as material pleasure due to the adhyasa in wakeful 
state. Sruti says ‘ uur irnraT hqfb^eFTT ^ uiyj hfrcR u^TRTT ’ - (Man) embraced by woman 
not knowing anything inside or outside (Br. 4.3.23). Further, Bliss of deep sleep 
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itself is the bliss characteristic of Brahman - 1 ^91^^ Wf 3TFT^:’ (Br. 4.3.32). That is 
why anyone getting up from deep sleep describes his experience by saying T did 
not know anything' from his mind's point of view and but from the point of view 
of his inherent nature of ananda he says 'I slept happily'.Other sentences of sruti 

which teach Brahman through ksetrajha are WT n-widUT TpTFTRTOTrCR: 

3tlchTi>l: FP^:’ - Immutable, jhdna, limitless is Brahman. From that this Atman, dkdsa 
was created (Tai. 2.1), ‘ttSci biuidmi 3TRfm trchAd 3rfgcf)^.....cTl^ srgsRTT , 

cT#jffRplcT’ - Somya, previously this was the second-less only one sat. That reflected 
'I will become many, I will be born.' It created fire (Ca. 6.2.1-3). ‘ Pdcdi % 3UJ?T: tj^T:... 

.3Tgprif flnm: ypj:. .IJVWM WvA PWT: Wt: H^T^iHfui - The lustrous formless 

Purusa. without prana, without mind, clean, from him are born prana, mind, all 

indriyas (sense and motor 'organs') (Mu. 2.1,2-3), ‘OTfqr 3TnRTT...FT 

fRlcrft^iPRpTrT’ - Previously this was Atman alone.. He created these worlds (Ai. 1.1.1- 
2) etc. After fixing the nature of Brahman starting from the world, sruti gives the 
final message that it is the inherent nature of jiva. Since this results in his inherent 
ananda, Brahman's sentence is quoted mainly and the other sentences have been 
included in 'others'. 


A.'!'.;!'. 

*»* <<» *»» 




























yil^4)farcHf£raTUTq 

Sastrayonitvadhikaranam 

^JlrchKUMy^vP^ sT^T ff?T 3yf^TI rT^cT 3TTf I 

1. Demonstrating that Brahman is the cause of the universe. Its omniscience 
was indicated. To strenghten this itself, it is said: 

ynumP i fana Og. 

Sastrayonitvat = Of thesasfra,Itisthecause (So, Bra/www is omniscient). 

Bhasyakara has written two commentaries for this sutra. This is the first one: 

(1.1) The sastra is omniscient since it teaches varna/asrama, dharma/adharma 
necessary for the prosperity of the jivas, the lessons necessary for their moksa, the 
inherent nature of ksetraf ksetrajha and so on. Only the Vedas can tell us about the 
methods to be followed for prosperity/ moksa for all types of people of all times; 
humans cannot tell it because they cannot decide them. In order to make the meaning 
of the Vedas clear, many disciplines magnify the Vedas. These are the purdnas, 
mimdihsd, dharmasdstras, logic, and the six limbs of Veda ( sadanga ).* The creation of 
such an omniscient Veda is possible only by the omniscient ( sarvajha ) Iswara and 
not by the jwas who know but little (alpajhd). This means that the Vedas are apauruseya 
- not of human origin. 

(1.2) Question: The Vedas are eternal. The writer of the Brahma Sutras himself 
says so later (1.3.29). Then what is the meaning of saying 'the creation of the Vedas'? 

Answer: 'Creation' is a formal way of saying 'manifestation'. In this aspect, 
there is no difference between the creation of the world and the Vedas: Before 
creation, this world was Brahman only - W^T^nJirnTT’ (Ca. 6.2.1), Jivas were 
earlier unmanifest, became manifest in the middle and became unmanifest after 
death - ‘ 3TST5RTRfhr ^rrbr cZTcFT wimfr w, ^otfcMfHurfh ttcj’ (Gita. 2.28). The world 

*viz., rules of recitation, details of karma, grammar, dictionary, meter and astronomy. 
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dissolves retaining its potential and is reborn from that potential 
with the same meaning, even for the world of ksetra-ksetrajha. 


Uttered Veda is also like this. This does not mean that even during pralaya it 
retains its wordness. If it were so, it is not pralaya at all; it would also violate the 
sruti 'Only one without a second - ‘ yebilcUgdO So it means that during pralaya, world 
or Veda is one with Brahman and in creation It manifests without leaving Its 
Brahmanness. With the grace of Iswara, Veda enters into the mind of the seers and 
manifests itself in sound-tone-word-sentence-form (Tai. Bh. 2.3). Indeed, the world 
itself manifests starting from Vedic sound. 'Prajapati created devatas with the word 
ayte, men with asrgram, manes with indavah, grahas with tirapavitram, stotra with 
asvah, sastra with visvdni and other beings with abhisoubhaga '—‘tra ffrT of y jimFd: 
rfcfHJ-Md, aupjMd tfjeeth, f^cr jfa hnft, f^Trfbrafhfcr w=!, armu ffa fu^urhr ffa 
3TBT#^rfffrT 3RTT: MT: ’ (Tandya Brahman 6.9.15). Just because manifestation 
happens through Prajapati, no one says that the world is man-made. Similarly 
Veda too. 'This creation (of Veda) is just the continuation of the tradition, because, 
no other sort of creation is possible for the Veda which has no beginning or end - 
‘-3=mT: 3Tf9 3TO UTU: Uy d lify UHH IVqch: STOTf? f=TSRTOT: WM 3TOn3TORT’ (Su. 

Bh. 1.3.28). 'One who first creates Brahma, then communicates the Veda to him, 
who reveals the knowledge of Atman - to Him I surrender (Sw. 6.18), i.e.. Brahman 
makes use of Brahma for the manifestation of Veda. It is just like Brahman entering 
into the jiva, creating the world through him. If Brahman is not exhausted by creating 
the universe and whirling it from beginning to the end of kalpa, does it get exhausted 
by entering into jlva? No. It creates the Veda effortlessly. Therefore, It is omniscient 
and omnipotent. 

(1.3) Some say that omniscience and omnipotence appear in the Paramatman 
due to the beginingless avidyd. Some say that transactions of omniscience and 
omnipotence are imagined in Him due to avidyd. They say so because, in their 
concept, omniscience and omnipotence cannot exist in the adjunctless Brahman. 
But these concepts are wrong, which has been mentioned (janmadi 4.4-5). Adjunctless 
Brahman Itself is indeed omniscient (Su. Bh. 1.1.5). Further, Even though jiva has 
features equal to Iswara' s, they are covered due to his defects of avidyd etc - ‘ 

..W?T ErfFlT^rTH 3tFcf olmuhh’ (Su. Bh. 3.2.5), Since 
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Iszvara is eternally free from avidya - (Su. Bh. 3.2.9). So, their 

concepts that omniscience and omnipotence appear in Iszvara due to the beginingless 
avidya or due to jiva's avidya, are plainly contradictory to bhasya. They do not know 
that omniscience etc which are in Brahman express themselves as a transaction due 
to the adjunct of may a in Iszvara ; so they entertain these concepts. Omniscience etc 
are not due to avidya, but their transactions are due to avidya because these 
transactions are not in adjunctless Brahman. Actually, even transactions appear due 
to avidya only when they are viewed independently; when viewed from the point 
of view of a cause, even they are true. 

(1.4) Question: What is the difference between human literature and the Vedas? 

Answer: An author writes books according to his mental make up and ability. 
He picks up only a few aspects of the world and discusses them. His books are like 
small lamps illuminating only a few nearby items. They could contain errors, 
confusion and even half truths. If not these defects, they at least have the defect of 
incompleteness. The Veda is unlike this. It sphere is the entire creation of the 
inanimate and animate and their cause. Indeed, the inherent nature of Veda is 
Brahman, ‘fh 'arsT: These Vedas are Atman only' (Br. 2.4.6). Since Veda 

discusses the entire creation without leaving its inherent nature, it is complete and 
faultless. It is a dazzling light illuminating everything. This is its omniscience. So, 
its cause Brahman has to be omniscient too. 


(1.5) Question: The omniscience of Iszvara has already been established in the 
previous sutra; why then does it need to be confirmed here? 

Answer: The Mimdmsakds, interpreting the etemality of the world and the Veda 
in their own way, deny an omniscient creator. The first commentary of the sutra is 
intended to show that their concepts are contradictory to sruti. 


TTfcT: ?TTWT JlfrH: 

fic^cbrM^ ttft: enrol 5i^ri q It wi *1% 

JJUIlPcldkil flcf^SRIrT: ^HTctsf^TI isf ?TTW 

^T^Tcrft, W cillcMUllfd mfuRnt: J^liaTnfo, TT cRTtefa 
fft ultrt cixbciw ^cbviNdi^f^T ^cifd4^^wiciui[?Erqift 


?HT^Rrnsq^T kl^MIchlHI 3W4|^d dldl-MlilH 
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Vcll^ci^ ^TFIRT UdltM: *r*fcT: “37^T ^Vclffld^dil^ 

*.<*.* S) ^JTf^ rf^T Jlfcft WKQ fd'lfdVI'M #<$$«* 
^cTviRh^Tci w ^f?ri 


2. Brahman is the yoni —cause of the greatest sastra comprising of RgVeda 
etc, elaborated by many disciplines, which illuminates many topics like a 
powerful torch and is omniscient. Nothing but an omniscient being could be 
the cause for such a sastra comprising of the RgVeda etc with omniscient 
features. For it is a well recognized fact in the world that the person, from 
whom scriptures expanding upon various subjects emerge, has more extensive 
knowledge than the scripture itself. For example, Panini (has more knowledge) 
than his scripture on grammar. What then to say that the great Being has 
absolute omniscience and omnipotence, since from him emerge the RgVeda 
etc.—which is divided into many branches, which is the cause of such 
distinctions like gods, lower animals, men, castes and orders of life, which is 
the ocean of all knowledge—has originated from that great Being effortlessly 
like sport, like human breath. The sruti says “Of that great Being is this breath, 
which is the RgVeda". 

The second commentary on this sutra is as follows: 

S astray onitv at - Only Veda—being yoni (pramana) 

(Brahman has to be understood only through the Veda) 

3 . 3T2TcTT W cBTTOT ytliuw 3T^T ^ITcRT 



?wt^ct jrcmriRT ^iRcbKuj $r^r arfsFTRrt f^rfmrRT: i 


WRT TTcftrt cfT *rRnt” (t. ^ITf^l 


i^sf iflcfdl 44^51 Teller MfWtoeb yiiWlfd^ 

<si^ufi i risr 44^1 ^nr yn wM 

rTBT 3TT^T^f VII 

ffrfM 


3. Or, the sastra comprising of the RgVeda etc as described above, is the 
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yoni —i.e. the pramana for understanding the nature of Brahman as it is. The 
intended meaning is: It is only from the scripture as pramana that Brahman 
which is the cause of the creation etc. of the jagat, is to be understood. The 
sastra cited in the previous sutra is “From which these beings originate". 'What 
is the purpose of the present sutra when sastra of the same class has been cited 
in the previous sutra itself, to show that Brahman is to be understood only 
through sastra as pramana ?' There, the sastra is not stated in clear words of the 
sutra. So, it could be doubted that in the sutra only inference is said. This sutra 
'only Veda being yoni (pramana)' intends to remove such a doubt. 

(3.1) Question: In the previous sutra, it was said that 'sruti etc and experience 
etc are pramana for Brahman's causeness of the world'. Here it is said that 'sastra is 
the only pramana'. How are the two to be reconciled? 

Answer: When understanding Brahman's causeness from srutis like 'Earlier all 
this was Brahman', it becomes necessary to depend on experience etc because ‘idam 
- this world' is a matter of pratyaksa etc. So, sruti cannot give up other pramanas. But 
in the sruti quoted here 'from where these creatures are taking birth', the szvarupa of 
Brahman is ananda. That ananda is the cause of the world is not a matter for other 
pramanas or logic; it is a matter for sruti only. So, in this context, sruti is the only 
pramana. If one doubts whether this could also be handled by inference, this sutra is 
intended to remove that doubt. Therefore, this sruti sentence, though already quoted 
there, is quoted again here. 

.’I'.AA 
*»* «»* *»* 


Samanvayadhikaranam 

In this way, Brahman is established from sastra pramdna. This Brahman is totally 
unrelated with karma. So Mimamsakas, who speak only of karma, oppose this. The 
following sutra is intended to refute these arguments. For an understanding of the 
bhasya on it, a knowledge of some of the issues of purvamimamsa is necessary; a 
brief summary is presented here. 

(SI) An objection of purvamimamsaka is that Vedic sentences unrelated to karma 
are meaningless. Answering it, the mimamsa sastra says that apparently meaningless 
sentences are to be understood only after being reconciled with karma. For e.g., 
1 c unoti ycHHiraFTT tjRicbiH:’ - One desirous of prosperity should sacrifice a male- 
goat to the god Vayu (Tai. Sam. 2.1.1), is an injunction sentence ( vidhi-vakya ). 
Following it, there is another sentence about Vayu ‘ 31 eTRjiTcT 
^TR^FTlnTsrrafrT TT TTcjpf ^jfrf ’ - Vayu is the fastest god. With portion of his karma 
(the person) reaches Vayu himself. (Vayu) himself gets him prosperity (Tai. Sam. 
2.1.1). If one says, 'this sentence is unrelated to the injunctive sentence quoted earlier. 
It is meaningless and so not valid', how to establish its validity? 

Reply: It is valid when you view it as praising the injunction and the relation 
is seen. Such sentences in praise of the injunction are called arthavada. In the same 
way, passages in denigration of prohibition (of an act) are also arthavada. For e.g., 

- He cried; because he cried, he became Rudra (Tai. 
Sam. 1.5.1) is a sentence. In a situation, it appears, Rudra cried. His tears which fell 
on the earth became silver. This sentence is apparently meaningless when viewed 
independently, i.e. unrelated to karma. But by context, this is interpreted as a 
denigrating passage to prohibit the gifting of silver in barhiydga. In this way does 
the passage get its validity. The summary is: Arthavada appear meaningless when 
not related to karma. Taking arthavada sentences together with injunction/prohibition 
as passages in praise/denigration respectively, they become meaningful and so 
get their validity (Jai. Su. 1.2.7). 
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Arthavdda is of three kinds: anuvdda, gunavdda, bhiitarthavada. ‘ 3rfH: lyiffti if 1749 ’ - 
Fire is the cure for cold weather is a matter verifiable by another pramdna, namely 
direct perception. Such an arthavdda, which can be verified by another pramdna, is 
called anuvdda. 

An example of gunavdda is as follows: Yupa is a wooden stump cut with eight 
faces. * 3h 1 Fc^r^ri ’ - Yupah is the sun is a sentence contrary to direct perception. 

However, when we take its meaning as 'Yupa is lustrous like the sun' it becomes a 
valid sentence. Such an arthavdda - contrary to another pramdna - but reconciled 
with another meaning, is called gunavdda. 

Finally, an arthavdda, which is neither a matter for nor contradictory to other 
pramanas, is called bhutdrthavdda. For e.g., Vedic statements which say that: 'gods 
have forms'. It is unreasonable to question the validity of such statements on the 
basis of any other pramdna. So, Vaidikas accept them as they are (Su. Bh. 1.3.33). 

(52) There are mantras which speak of an act or a devata. The discussion is 
about their intended meaning. For e.g., a branch of a particular tree is cut for use in 
the darsapurnamdsaydga . While cutting it, the mantra ‘ s9h9i ’ - for strength you is to 
be uttered. By context - the word ‘RjhIV -1 will cut is to be added to it. Consequently, 
‘ RinRj ’ - for strength I will cut you is the meaning of the mantra. It might be 
that it is only an instruction to cut the branch; it is not necessary to utter it while 
thinking about its meaning. 'Is the meaning of the mantra intended or not during 
the action of cutting?' is the question. Mimdmsd sdstra answers it like this: The action 
is to be performed thinking about the meaning because, it has an unseen ( adrsta) 
fruit. Similarly, in mantras like' agnirmurdhd' etc, the intended meaning of the mantra 
is the devata - which is an instrument of action. Uttering while thinking about its 
meaning has an unseen fruit. In summary: just as arthavdda gets its validity through 
praise/denigration of injunction/prohibition, mantras get their validity only 
through speaking of an action or an instrument of action. Otherwise, they have no 
meaning (as per the Mimdmsakas). 

(53) Injunctive and prohibitory ( vidhi and nisedha ) sentences are of two types: 
Ajhdtajhdpaka are those sentences which teach unknown matters. These teach details 
of karma and the means for it. The sentences which prompt those who are not 
prompted into karma are known as apravrttapravartaka. Such sentences motivate the 
unmotivated by describing the attractive fruits of the karma. The former kind of 
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passages, unaccompanied by the latter, are meaningless; they will have no validity. 
They are valid only when they are together, because, only then do they serve the 
purpose of man. 

The following passage is the preface of the Bhasyakara to the discussion of the 
next sutra. 

qjsr TjqsferuT: viihWhiuicb^T^ *ncraT “3iiHiAiHi 
3TRfertT 3iq^srfqTq’’ (#. ^T. ^ GMJN'Uci WT yqfcfqq? 

3TrT: ^Rn^n^3TR5tN : ^nTI 3jf5hqpstaiqJ ch^qnifc^ Mchi^Mi^T^H f^TT- 
Wsr^WTI 3MI4-HIR f^TRTT f^STRTSf dT| q f| MRfdrWddf^yfdMKd 
Urq^TTfq PdMdtdld^ qfrfqfeq^q: | ddJfdMK^ W 
TJWsrfSTTcrTtTI 37cTTT^ “Ftsftqfa” (t. H. ^cpq^qm 3TRSfa^ 

ttt qq ‘‘f^Hir^cbciicKircii^^Tsfq Wlqr *$:” (#. ^ 

^fq wicjcb^H sr^Tci^Th^i JHiuii w <qT” (t, 

qqnri q cwRidfa ^ra^nt iqfsr- 
qrofiRr^TT arsfcrqT qqw qn q ^ qfrfqfet d^^d^Ci Msr : 
qhrcrfqi RhdifdMdrcii^ W: i qqmq chh^r^q ^ddiR ychived 

Rbdlfdfs^tTO ^dHHWI 3TS5T yeMU|kK*Rn<T ^qq 3T«p|UJtl, q^Tfa, 
WcllcWhd-aMl^dlfd-qqfqT^qi OTTW q q^JT: ^RTtfWT ^fq 3^1 

1. "How again can it be said that Brahman is to be understood through 
sastra when sastra shows it implies action as in 'Since sastra is for the purpose 
of action, (sentences) not conveying that meaning are futile?" Therefore, futile 
are Vedantas since they do not speak action. Or else, they could be subsidiaries 
to the injunction of action with the purpose of telling about the doer, deity etc, 
or presenting other actions like upasana —meditation etc. (Just) narration of 
existent things cannot happen (in Veda) because, existent things are objects 
for the senses. There is no human purpose served in such a narration because, 
there is no rejecting or taking. Therefore, to prevent futility in cases like "He 
cried" etc, they are stated to be meaningful as praise: 'But by syntactical unity 
with injunction, they have the meaning of praising the injunction'. Mantras 
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like “you for strength" etc are said to be related to karma because they tell 
action and the instruments therefor. Meaningfulness of the Vedic Sentences 
without connection with injunction is not seen anywhere, nor is it reasonable. 
Injunction cannot be related with the nature of an existent thing, because 
injunction is a matter of action. Therefore, by enlightening the nature of the 
doer, the deity ( devata ) etc, Vedanta sentences are only subsidiary to acts of 
injunction. If this is not accepted for fear of being different, even then, they 
have the purport of the act of upasana present in their own sentences. Therefore, 
the sastra cannot be the pramana for knowing Brahman". When confronted like 
this the reply is:- 

(1) The implications of the first sentence here are summarised in (SI) above. 
Stating the opposition view viz, 'Sentences unrelated to action are futile', purva- 
mimdmsd demonstrates that sastra has content only in action. Brahman taught in 
Vedanta is unrelated to action. So, the mimamsakas objection is this: 'Sentences in 
Vedanta are unrelated to action and hence futile. At least, had they said something 
about the doer, devata etc, which are the means of action, it would have been 
purposeful. It does not do that either. It does not speak even of the action of upasana. 
It just speaks of an existent thing, which serves no purpose. Such an object, being 
an object for other pramanas, the Veda need not speak about it. It does not have any 
injunction or prohibition; so, it is of no use (S2). Therefore, Vedanta sentences are 
futile'. The Vedantin may say: 'This is the jnana portion of the Veda. So, it is not 
right to apply the arguments of the karma portion here.' To this the Mlmamsaka 
replies: 'Th ejhdna portion viz, the Upanisads, do talk of upasana. So, these sentences 
must be speaking of upasana, which is a mental karma. Otherwise, they cannot have 
any validity. So, sastra is not pramana for Brahman'. Now it is replied: 

Tu — But, Tat - Brahman (knowledge is through sastra because of), 
Samanvayat —perfect agreement. 

I TT# UcfelRb 'jW^faf^fdd^cbKui 

^riT? WcRTIWI dlcKIlfa dldjtfui 
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Transfer yfdMKcb^n ^^ifg^nr” (m. 

5 . 3 A), “strtt 3T ^c& tt^ht smftr” (it 3 . 3 . 3 ), “cT^si^r srccfa 
3TTcrrtT 3H*d<R 3m%F{ 3t4WlcMI ^Tcrfj^:” (f. 3A.3 3), “#^T 
SRJW ^WH” (^ 3.3.S3) ^ n ^ ri ^ ^ WRT R^HT 
■fqfe% TBRl^ 3TW^rtTT% 3 T#tR^RT ^tFTI ^RT^ra^RT jr^rti 

2. The word 'but' is to refute the purvapaksa (the opposite view). Brahman, 
the omniscient, omnipotent cause of the creation, existence and destruction of 
the universe is understood from Vedic scripture alone. How? Because of the 
samanvaya —(i.e., all the Vedanta Sentences closely follow this same meaning 
in the assertion of the summary)—as in: “This was Sat —Being-only—in the 
beginning", “One alone without a second", “This was the one Atman alone in 
the beginning", “That this Brahman is uncaused, devoid of effect, without an 
interior, without an exterior", “This Self is Brahman, the experience of all", 
"Brahman alone, the immortal in front" etc. When the samanvaya of the words 
in theses sentences is clearly being understood in fixing the nature of Brahman, 
it is not proper to imagine other meanings because it would result (in the fault 
of) giving up what is heard and imagining the unheard. 

(2) In the sutra, 'tat' stands for Brahman. Which Brahman ? The omniscient, 
omnipotent cause for the creation, sustenance and destruction of the universe 
established in the janmadi sutra. This is sastrayoni - 1 ^ 
<icbfcHii£i+d - To be understood only through sruti, not by logic (Su. Bh. 2.1.31). The 
sentences in all the Upanisads and their words are perfectly reconciling in this 
Brahman only. To substantiate this, one sentence is quoted from each of the four 
Vedas. 

hfcr.’ is from Chandogya of Sama Veda. Its summary is: 'Brahman - the 

one alone without a second - is standing in the form of the universe of ksetra - the 
observable, and the ksetrajha - the observer ksetrajha is Brahman.' 

‘ strut '3TITB,.... ’ is from the Aitareya of Rg Veda. Its summary is: Earlier, there 
was Atman alone. He created the whole universe and entered into the bodies of of 
beings in the form of individual souls. All this is Himself. This is Prajhanam Brahma 
-which is mer ejhana'. 
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‘ - is from the Brhadaranyaka of Sukla Yajurveda. Its summary is: To 

let us know its inherent nature. Brahman has stood as the universe of countless 
forms. It is experiencing everything through the jivas - the individual souls. This 
Atman is that Brahman'. 

‘ .’ is from Mundaka of the Atharva Veda. 'Everything noticed in 

front in the forms of the universe and th ejiva are Brahman only. One who realises it 
becomes Brahman' is its summary. 

These sentences and their words are unambiguously proclaiming Brahman 
and Brahman-Atman oneness. When such perfect reconciliation of the message is 
directly visible, to imagine unheard meanings damaging the heard ones is wrong. 

3. ^ ^ M ^ffd^yyfdMKHlKdl 31 cl filial cR tI?^T M (f. 

* 3) f^IcbKcbibH-fH'llcMUi ^: | q rT MRfdrWddf^d^M^sftT 

fdMdrci sT^PJT: I “didhRl” (W. ^.4.V9) ^ ^TlrlT^rra^ 
trRttt 3Hc)4|U|hM^ldJ ^5 ^drc|ld v 3M^VIM^cKl^fd, ^T: I 

^lMI^VM-5(^lrhdl-31c|4|hl^c| ElcfcK^Viy^|U||d^ | ^ddlR 

yfdMIdd^ 1 WcHcK|4|d-3MlfMl^sf^T 1 cF%f|fter: I R $ tfSCT sI^PJT: 
3wit TWcdri idfd^iM- 

I ^ ft? ^rf^TR^T ^T: TT^tS'Rcr 

3wrr-i%fd i\y <d si^pjt: yfdM^idi ^rsrRr srr ^icHini 
iWIU|<d ^ rT2nfg-31lrhfd^MEd ^dM'tRdrdM 1 d fetid Ed WW 

VlldlUd ^TcRT ilcdUsdl^HJ R W ST^TRTRr WfFP^T, %T 3RI3T^ 
fddVFd^ 3T^$cTI cTFTRT fro sT^M: ^TTWRlR^Tm 

3. Nor is their purport to teach the nature of the doer, the deity etc because, 
there are srutis like "Then by what, whom could one see?" etc which refute 
action, instrument of action and fruit of action. Though of the nature of an 
existent thing. Brahman is not an object for perception etc, because that Brahman 
is the Self—"That you are" which cannot be understood by any means except 
by sastra. What was said that being devoid of rejection and acceptance the 
teaching is futile, this is no defect, because, the realization of Self as Brahman 
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which is devoid of rejection and acceptance results in the destruction of all 
suffering—which is attainment of human goal. There is nothing objectionable 
even in telling about the deity etc for the sake of upasana in its own sentences. 
But it cannot be subsidiary to the injunction of upasana in the case of Brahman 
because being one and devoid of rejection and acceptance, the sense of duality 
such as action, instrument etc is annihilated. The cognition of duality once 
destroyed by the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman cannot return; (if it 
could) Brahman could be taught as subsidiary to the injunction of upasana. 
Though in other places Vedic sentences are not seen to be pramana except in 
conjunction with injunction, the pramana nature of the sastra in that topic 
cannot be denied since the knowledge of Atman culminates in the fruit. The 
pramana nature of the sastra is not to be concluded by inference, because, that 
would need an example seen elsewhere. Therefore, it is established that the 
scripture ( sastra ) is the pramana for Brahman. 

(3.1) The reason for the absence of any connection to karma in Brahman—Atman 
oneness is being explained here. Karma is possible only in the presence of the duality 
of the doer, instruments of doing etc; it is impossible in their absence. Doership in 
Brahman-Atman oneness is rejected by the sruti saying ‘ arrarr ttct 

wayfca ck yjyprra’ - One who has himself become everything, with what can he 
see and whom can he see? With what can he hear and whom can he hear? etc. How 
can there be any possibility of karma in him? 

Tn saying about the deity etc': It is true that upasana has been said in the 
Upanisads. But later they say that the Self of the upasaka (one who does upasana ) is 
Brahman. Therefore, Brahman cannot be subsidiary to the injunction of upasana, 
because upasana is also based on duality. But Brahman is one alone without a second. 
'Though in other places Vedic sentences etc': In the portion dealing with karma, 
there is no validity for sentences unrelated to injunction. But it is not so in portions 
dealing with jhana. Here, the Brahman-Atman oneness told by sruti is directly 
experienced in susupti. Based on this experience, when the enquirer gets into the 
meditation of staying in this ultimate jhana, it ends in the fruit of Atman's realization. 
This demonstrates the validity of the Upanisadic sentences. Validity of a pramana 
is indeed established only by experience. Therefore, one need not conceive of the 
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validity of the Upanisads by the inference of extending the logic of the karma- portion 
to them. 

(3.2) Based on the Brahman-Atman oneness resulting from Brahman realisation, 
relation of Brahman with action - either of karma or upasana - was refuted above. But 
some oppose this by arguing that Brahman is taught by sruti not for showing the 
oneness of Brahman and Atman but as a subsidiary to upasana. Their arguments are 
as follows: 

3T5T3Tt^ilrHc|fdtd^l cTrfnjfdtlfdfdfsrfwr- 

VIUslui mufo, rT^Tl TJrTcT? VIUsKdl W2TT % 

?TlWRRfrf^: 3TTf: % tTFTTsf: (^TT.^TT. ^Tl 

“d)<^fd f^TFTT: PlcRfc cRFR” (?TT. *TT. ^.3), “TO 
(m *TT. S.S.3), “d^dni iTOT^T (4 % ^.3*0, “3TTRT- 

f^TTsf^TW 3 im^cki^ STrT^^lf^TFT....” (^. ^f?T Wl 3TrT: 

^T: wf%RT rdMilfdVltl ydrfdd^ fdckfd^ 3T$fcRT 

?TTWTI d^ddl ^ 3T^TrT StRJrTPTI dcHWMI^ ^RTHPTfa cT^cT aTSfcRcT 

i Trfw ^ fdfsrqr^ w wiff^ ^nr^r titsr fasftafl itcrt 

3HJd<debWf4J W^TR ff?T ^rmri 

4. Here some others confront (like this): Though sastra is the pramdna for 
Brahman, yet Brahman is taught only as an object for the injunction of upasana, 
just as the yupa —sacrificial post, the ahavamya (fire) etc. unknown to common 
people are intimated by the sastra only as subsidiary to injunction. Why so? 
Because the purport of the sastra is to instigate to act or to restrain from it. So, 
those who know the purport of the sastra say “Its purport is seen to be 
knowledge of action", "Codana means (Vedic) Sentence urging action", "Its 
(dharma's) knowledge comes from injunction", "Words denoting things to be 
attained should be connected with those denoting action", "Purport of Veda 
being action, passages without it are meaningless". Therefore, sastra is 
purposeful either in prompting a person to do something or in refraining him 
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from doing something else. If the purport is injunction, then it would be correct 
to say that, just as agnihotra etc are prescribed as means desirous of heaven, 
similarly, knowledge of Brahman is prescribed for one desiring immortality. 

(4) Pratipatti means upasand. Sdstra teaches Brahman for upasand. Just as the 
unknown yupa, ahvanlya etc are taught inthe karma portion as instruments of karma, 
unknown Brahman in th ejhana part of the Vedas is also taught for the sake of upasand; 
because, the very purpose of the Vedas is to teach karma. Codana is a sentence of 
sruti asking one to do karma. 'Its knowledge comes from': Tasya jhdnam knoweldge, 
i.e. Veda teaches dharma i.e., karma. For e.g., one desirous of heaven should perform 
jyotistoma- yajha. Upadesa is any injunctive sentence. When the two go together, 
sentences of sdstra become valid. 'Words denoting things': Unknown things are 
made known by the Veda using words and objects which are known. Why? For the 
sake of action.' Amndyasya' etc: Raising the question of the purposelessness of sruti 
sentences not talking about karma, sdstra answered by saying that those sentences 
are to be understood in relation to action. The gist of these sentences is: Injunction 
and prohibition are the principals. Other sentences are either praise and denigration 
or subsidiary to injunction. The same rule applies to Vedanta also because 
Upanisads are part of Veda only. So, knowledge of Brahman is a part of the upasana 
of Brahman. Other sentences concerning Brahman are subsidiary to this injunction. 
Later on, the Mlmdmsaka replies to a counterargument of the Vedantin, and extends 
his arguments of the same nature. 

F^IF 3tEF cbijcbU Wfl STtff Fulfil:, I 

fdotlid# dglF#lfMfafd? F5T £J#HtbcdM 5T^TR- 

wi fi sfepri sr^iuT: 

“3n?>TT^T3^F^loF: M (f. 3TTrFT 34M^dMIU-|| FTtS^cF: 

FT faf#lfadc4j : ” (^T, 6P 9.R), “3Ud)dcfim*fld” (f, 

**31lcMM^cl djcMJMWld” (f. R.'tf.R'O, ‘#1# 3# FcrfF” 

FTtSFft 3TTcFT? % FF,3FT? doW^M wf^T 

Fit tFRTT “fFFF: FI#: Ff#F: fdoM^td: 

FcmTcT:”, “f#RFFTF sIFT” I d^MlFHI^ 

FkF *lfabild1fdl 
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5. (Vedantin's counter argument): Was it not said that the topics of 
discussion are different: viz. the topic in karmakdnda is dharma which is yet to 
happen, but here (in jndnakanda) the topic is existent eternal Brahman ? Of these, 
should not the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman be different from the fruit of 
the knowledge of dharma which requires observance? (Mimamsaka says) It 
cannot be that.. Brahman is taught only for injunction: "Atman is to be seen”, 
"That Atman which is free from sin is to be sought for and discussed”, "Meditate 
on it as Atman", "Meditate on the world as Atman" , "Knower of Brahman 
becomes Brahman Itself”, etc. When there are such injunctions, there will arise 
a desire to know 'Who is Atman?' 'What is that Brahman?' All Vedantas are 
useful in intimating Its nature as "Eternal, omniscient, all pervasive, eternally 
contented, eternally pure and enlightened and free by nature, knowledge, bliss" 
and so on. From that upasand will result the unseen fruit of moksa shown in the 
sdstra. 

(5) Vedantin's Question: The topics discussed in the karma /jhdna parts of the 
Veda are dharma/Brahman respectively. In this part, dharma is yet to happen, since 
it needs performance of karma. But Brahman is eternal. This has already been said. 
Therefore, their fruits should also be different. Is it not? 

Mimamsaka's Reply: No. In the karma part, first comes the knowledge of karma, 
then its performance and finally the fruit. So also in the jhdna part: first is knowledge 
of Brahman, then upasand and finally the unseen ( adrsta ) fruit of moksa. After clearly 
stating the injunction for upasand 'Meditate on it as Atman', as subsidiary to it, sruti 
says: 'He is unhit by papa, free from old age, death, grief, hunger thirst etc', ‘Brahman 
is pure jhdna' describing Brahman which is to be meditated upon. In this way, 
adjusting the meaning of Upanisadic sentences to the act of upasand, the Mimamsaka 
takes his objection further by saying that the narration of an existing thing unrelated 
to action is futile. 

“IMWI TTE^fw” fRTfe cllcRJcM ^HdlcKIHW 3TR^cK|i)d RR| ^ cR<J- 
“Twjfai qR *nf: M ^iRd'dfddtflfdfdckftd 3T2fcTR ^T? 
rTSTT 3T$fcTR W?TI 
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fcT ^MUWl^ui (Hdrfd I 

? 3 faciei ^dd^uijsftr ^§^:wf^ wfrsnf “stert 

TRToEft ■fqf^&dlRldci|: M (f. ^.*.<0 ^f?T ^T ^dU|)Tl<cbHdl: MddPdR- 

cTFITW yfdMfdfdfllfdMddill EcT WTO sT^T 


3T^HI"dcA|R-lfdl 

6. Disallowing injunction of duty, (and making a) mere statement of a thing 
where there is no give and take, the Vedanta Sentences too will be meaningless 
like the sentences “The earth has seven islands", "There goes the king" etc. 
(Vedantin intervenes): Even the case of a mere statement of fact as in "This is a 
rope, this is not a snake" etc, meaningfulness is seen because of the removal of 
fear generated by delusion. So also here, the statement of the fact that Atman is 
not a samsan, could be meaningful through the removal of the delusion of his 
being a samsan. (Mimamsaka retorts): This would be so, if the delusion of his 
samsan' s nature is removed by merely hearing about the nature of Brahman, like 
the delusion of snake by merely hearing about the nature of the rope. But it is not 
removed. Even in him who has heard of Brahman, the attributes of a samsan like 
happiness and grief are found as before. That is why subsequent to hearing, the 
injunction of reflection and meditation are found (in sastra) as in "He is to be 
heard, reflected and meditated upon". Therefore, it must concluded that sastra 
is pramana for Brahman only as the object on the injunction of upasana. 

(6.1)'This is a rope, this is not a snake' etc (Doubt): The fear generated by the 
snake goes only with the knowledge of the rope and not just by saying 'this is a 
rope, not a snake'. How can this be a counter objection? 

(Reply): True. After listening to that statement, the listener has to examine the 
rope and get its true knowledge to get out of fear. But what happens by the teacher, 
is only the narration 'this is rope, not snake'. Similarly, after listening to sruti's 
narration of the nature of Brahman, those specially intelligent who are free from 
ignorance, doubt and wrong knowledge may experience the meaning of the sentence 
You are That - ^ xr^rsffwT: arfra 3- 

?TeF]crfcT TTfTa Ttcj dVcf^hlcircWidiT (Su. Bh. 4.1.2). But the less intelligent 
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have to do thinking and meditation. We will reserve to a later part the discussion 
whether they are injunctions are not. For the present, according to the opposite 
opinion, 'Just listening to the message is fruitless. The Brahman listened to should 
be meditated on for fruit. So, thinking and meditation told by sruti are injunctions 
for upasand. In this way, sdstra is pramana for Brahman's knowledge only as subsidiary 
to the injunction of upasand'. 


(6.2) Next, each of Mlmdmsaka 's objections are refuted and the final verdict is 
given. This is the list of objections: (1) The rules of argument for fixing the meaning 
should be the same in both parts of karma and jhdna, because both are parts of Veda 
only. (2) Such an application is possible through the injunction of upasand (3) 
Upanisads have indeed spoken of upasand. (4) Moksa is the unseen fruit of upasand. 
(5). Mere narration of an existent thing is purposeless. (6) Worldly activity is seen 
even after the knowledge of Brahman ; it is not lost. 

V9. FI cb4^^-fd^|thd^:^r^TTrTI wftl clinch FHFT 

W cfrtf ^fdf^faRK sprfwr, fulfil “3TSTTcft srtffa*TTFT M (#. 

tAA) ^ ^pRTTI 3Tsnrfsixr fafllfa: jrf^ldfadl Fd*1l*d:- 

yR^KId I cPlt: dfadM^TnpTh 3TsriFsRrt: srqfsrrfcft: FJFT 
VKljdl^-HlRRcT fatfaffadd^Jlfa^ J4illcKl4lM 

4-Hbil^KK^r SFTRhj $J?dr4J ^sRTTTcTEPT rlrTST r^ftsW^T 

dKdfa TfRiti sr^rTTTrTRim 3rf*JebKdKd«lHJ 3T^ W 3Tffe FTFT$!rffa 

^rlF 3TfacblRdKdW|^| F$TT ^ dHII^WlRHlifa fa^l^^lf^fa^MIr^B tT^OT 

msiHUHH* %cT#: ^Nrfadklisr^: SJFTfa FFTfa 

^sMKdfa doHmddKdwi w ?TTWd (^T. 

cTstt h^wnfa^ FRcR^idJM^ 

TT^ ^f?T dKdFifa drfhH: I FSTT 3Tsffr?h| W 

dKd«JdvFdld v rT^fRsrtf^T JTfd%ldlddld^Wr d^Wlfadi ^ dKd«4 
TTRTtl ITcRT 31 fa ill fa dfaddl srcffsi4dKdfdfafad VKljlMKHMcfcb ^§T- 

$:lsldKdfa 3?R1 c 4 MRP cT^TT ^ ^f?T: “F F t 

w: fadifaddl: 3m^RuRd M (^r. f^t ^raidfufa 

TTCTTTWT 31^ddfa I 
































































109 


7. Here is the reply: No, because there is difference in the fruits of 
knowledge of karma and knowledge of Brahman. Karma performed by body 
speech and mind is well-known as dharma in sruti and smrti. The discussion 
of which is in the sutra “Then, therefore, the discussion of dharma". Adharma 
too, like killing etc, are to be discussed for rejection. Directly noticeable 
happiness/grief—resulting from good/evil (acts)—which are fruits of dharma ,/ 
adharma as defined by Vedic Sentences are born out of object/sense contact 
and are felt by body, speech, mind; this is well-known in (beings) right down 
from Hiranyagarbha to the unmoving (plants). A gradation of happiness is 
heard (in scriptures) in all embodied beings starting from man to Brahma 
(Hiranyagarbha). And therefrom can be understood the gradation of its cause 
dharma. From the gradation of dharma follows the well-known gradation of 
eligible persons brought about by the desire for fruit, capacity, learning etc. 
Thus, only those who perform yaga etc can go by the Northern Path on account 
of the excellence of knowledge and mental poise. Through only ista (agnihotra 
etc), purta (like constructing water tank etc which bring happiness to others 
and eventually to oneself), datta (giving away wealth to appropriate people), 
persons go by the Southern Path through smoke etc. Here too the gradation of 
the means for that are understood from sastra “Living there till the fruit of 
karma is expended". Similarly, it is understood that the gradation in the little 
bit of happiness is possible for beings starting from man down to those in naraka 
(hell) and plants only due to dharma defined by sastra. In the same way, the 
gradation of grief for embodied beings who go upwards or downwards show 
a gradation in its cause viz adharma defined by prohibitory injunctions and 
also in those who committed them. In this way, those who have defects of 
avidya etc experience by embodiment the gradations of happiness/grief due 
to gradations of dharma/adharma in impermanent worldly life. This is well- 
known from sruti, smrti and logic. Following this “For the embodied person 
there cannot be the destruction of pleasure/displeasure" says the sruti about 
the worldly life described above. 
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(7) There is a great difference between the fruits of karma and the knowledge of 
Brahman. Details of the fruits of karma are given here. Karma happens through body, 
speech and mind. Srnti defines good/bad karma as dharma/adharma. Their fruits are 
directly experienced as happiness/grief - through body, speech and mind. They 
have gradations. There is also gradation in the eligibility for doing karma. 


The reason is: The eligible person must have desire, knowledge, ability and 
be unprohibited by the sastra - ‘ 3Tsft fprsf: 3Tf^7^RT: ’ - There is certainly 

a gradation in desire, knowledge and ability. In this way, there cannot be the 
destruction of pleasure/displeasure. Here, sasanfi means the one embodied - one 
who has adhyasa in the sanra (body). It is he who does karma and experiences its 
fruits. He is never free from pleasure /displeasure. 


6. didfKi q- fai (m. 6.%?.%) ffw fy±ufa±i- 

3T?TflT^T ^f?r 

TTRifh sjilcbi'W It i ^vKl^iici &i4cbi4f4fd 

^1 rTFET WMlfacbrclldJ “3T?TftT ?lTt^ aHcl^bddR^dhJ TTfRT 
f^hlchH sftft 1 ?Tfaf?T (cF. “3WMtlFRT: 

“314^^4 ^T:” (f. I 3TrT^37^r 

cb4«hdfdd^nJT 4t^TWT 31VKl'M fdHlfhfd f^TI 

8. On the other hand ''Pleasure/displeasure do not touch the unem¬ 
bodied. " That this unembodiment, called moksa, is not an effect of dharma 
defined by injunction, is confirmed by this denial of contact of pleasure/ 
displeasure with the unembodied. If it were an effect of dharma, the denial of 
contact of pleasure/displeasure is not reconciled. (Question) 'If it is said that 
unembodiment is the effect of dharma?' No, because, it is natural. Sruti says 
“Knowing Atman which is unembodied residing in the changing bodies, great, 
all-pervasive—the wise man does not grieve", “He is indeed without prana, 
without mind, pure", “This person indeed is unattached". Therefore, unem¬ 
bodiment called moksa, which is distinct from the fruit of performed karma, is 
established to be eternal. 
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(8) In the previous section it was said that 'for the embodied person there 
cannot be destruction of pleasure/displeasure'. Therefore, the word 'unembodied' 
here cannot mean 'when the body is lost, i.e. after death', because, these sentences 
are comparing unliberated and liberated jivas. Also, others cannot know whether 
there is displeasure/pleasure after death. Not only that, unembodidness is not the 
fruit of the observance of dharma because, dharma does generate the fruit of pleasure. 
Further, it is clear from the quoted sruti sentences that unembodiment is indeed 
moksa. So, moksa is not unseen fruit - nor something that is got after death. Further, 
it is eternal too; because, if it were to decrease with experience like the fruit of 
karma, grief should come back. But the Katha sruti which is quoted rules out grief 
for the liberated. 

rT?T f%f%RT mRuuRiRm fafdrtWIujsfq- d^fafd ffe q 

I W ijfacinG' ^J|RlrHtc|c||<{|dW| W W HRsETRT t^TT: I ^ 

WTTfsfcF UcffafsbilK^d foidUdi TcRI- 

*cr?ncrqi m srcrfsnff ^ 

qf^nwri “3Ri?r srrrftT s^nsrrrfrT sRiwnw <£di<£didj zfzr ^jqrssr 
T|ci||T^|” (c&. ^TTfq $jf?T«T:l 3TcT: q^ $T^T Fd^lkll 

U^cTTI ch^oUVlM^d SM^d, ?tq ^ cfufc^q TITSq^Tqt^ 3T%^m|ujd, 
3tRr*T HcT WtTI rT?T TicT ^rfq: ^Thcb4lb^^c| dKdWIIclR^ 3Tfq^f 
cf7%q 3lfdVWl f^TST^: TI#: qtgfcTTfqf?T: 3T%^iH|U|^| 

3TrT: q qnfcq^R^q I 

9. Of these, some are eternal though changing; i.e. though subject to 
change, the cognition "This is but that' is not destroyed: like earth etc for those 
believers in the eternality of the universe, or as the gunas for the Samkhyas. 
This (moksa) however is absolute without change, all-pervasive like dkdsa, 
devoid of all modifications, eternally contented, without parts, self-luminous 
by nature, where dharma/adharma with action do not apply in the three times 
(past, present and future). This is unembodiment called moksa because srutis 
say 'Different from dharma, different from adharma, different from effect (and) 
cause, different from what has been and what has to be.' Therefore, such is 
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Brahman whose discussion is presented (here). If that be taught as subsidiary 
to duty, if moksa is agreed to be a result of duty, it would amount to moksa 
being only something special among the graded non-eternal fruits of karma 
described above. But moksa is accepted to be eternal by all who discuss about 
moksa. Therefore, (to say that) the teaching of Brahman is subsidiary to duty is 
not correct. 

(9) In this section, Bhasyakara is speaking about the nature of the eternality of 
moksa. The river, for example, is eternal though changing i.e., though the water is 
different in each place, the cognition of the sameness of the river - its eternality - is 
not lost. Moksa is not like that. It is eternal without change. Like akasa, it is all 
pervading and is the same anywhere at any time etc. These being precisely the 
features of Brahman, moksa is Brahman. Had Brahman been subsidiary to karma or 
upasana and moksa were their fruit, it would be transient like the fruit of karma. 
Therefore, knowledge of Brahman can never be subsidiary to any type of action. 

^ o. 3Tfg ^ “sT^F^ 5l#cT STcrfw” cFRffirT 

^.<0, “3TH^ s^rufr f^R ^ 

(t. 3A), “3WT t Wtt (f. '*.3.'*), 3Tf 

slgJIfMlfd, dftlHoHcfhTW” (f. o), “cT?T cfft : c&: #cfJ: T^r- 

cPFjqW:” (f. SJcPT: ^jfelFRTT iftgr ^ 

cbl^i dK'MPdl cTSTT rMc|[tl^c|: 3T£ ’ 

(f. o) ^ dKU||i| 3dlJ?l4hJ 

W ‘ ‘f?T^T TTFTfw’ ’ ff?T fdWfd drdxfcb dlfdlTd 

10. Further, there are srutis showing that moksa follows the knowledge of 
Brahman, precluding any other action to be done in between: “He who knows 
Brahman becomes Brahman Itself," "His karma perishes when He—the higher 
cause and the lower (effect) is seen", "He who knows the ananda of Brahman 
has no fear from anywhere", "Verily, Oh Janaka you have obtained fearless¬ 
ness", "It understood itself as T am Brahman' and so it became everything", 
"What delusion is there and what grief for one who has seen oneness" etc. 
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Similarly, "Rsi Vamadeva seeing It realized, 'I am Manu and also the Sun” 
would also be quoted to preclude some other action between realizing Brahman 
and the oneness of the Self with all—just as in ”He sings standing", there is 
nothing else for him to do between standing and singing. 

(10) After explaining that the knowledge of Brahman is not subsidiary to duty, 
Bhdsyakdra is establishing to make it firm that moksa results immediately with the 
knowledge of Brahman and between the two there is nothing to be done. But the 
upasaka cannot become Brahman by Its upasana. When by 'ksiyante ( karmas ) perish', 
the sruti is clearly speaking of the complete destruction of all karma, how can there 
be scope for karma at all? In the sentence, 'knower of the ananda of Brahman has no 
fear', the destruction of fear is for the jhdrii who is alive. In the sentence 'Oh Janaka, 
you have obtained fearlessness' says that fearlessness is obtained immediately 
with realization; it does not say ‘prapsyasi - you will obtain (in the future)'. Similarly 
in other sentences also, refutation of any duty between knowledge and moksa is 
clear. 

W. f| ^T: fqcTT ^SFTTcFiTferFTT: V? m dK^fa” (U. $.6), 
llcT ^ smelter: cITfr vficbilldlfafdfd, <SFT3: VlHlfa ITT 
1-FTcTR vilcbkil mi (t5T. JjRdebNWW rBTTT: mi 

dV^fd ^f?T rlcWiai: S[?RT: 

3ttcjt*tht*t wr cr$TT w 3iMi4yujld ^?rt 

‘‘^:^-^T-5ffRr-^-'pT^lMMMIH s ddd^HIMl'MId^ 3TWf:” 

(^rr.TT. ^f?TI fiTS2TT^RRPTSr <slSJIc£lcbrc|fd?IHM wfwi 

11. "You are indeed our father who carries us to the other side of avidya ", 
"I have heard from those like your reverence that knower of the Atman crosses 
grief. Your reverence I am in grief. You should take me across grief", "The 
revered Sanatkumara shows the other side of darkness to him whose sins are 
destroyed"—these and such other srutis show that the fruit of Atmajhdna is 
only the removal of the obstacles to moksa. There is also one sutra written by 
the deary a supported by reason: "Grief, birth, motivation, defect and illusory 
cognition—(is the sequence in which) the destruction of the subsequent, causes 
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the destruction of earlier one, resulting in moksa". And destruction of illusory 
cognition results only from the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and 
Atman. 

(11.1) After refuting duty in between knowledge and moksa in the previous 
section, how exactly moksa results directly from the knowledge of Brahman is is 
being said here. The sentence 'you carry us to the other side of avidya' makes it 
clear that avidya - lack of the knowledge of Brahman is the only obstruction for 
moksa and so, knowing Brahman is itself moksa. That 'Sanatkumara taught Narada' 
etc also means the same thing. Gautama, the teacher of logic, tells us the sequence 
of the steps of moksa in the sutra: The ignorance of one's nature is the cause of 
wrong knowledge about oneself; wrong knowledge leads to the defects of love 
and hate; these defects cause motivation for karma; from that results birth and 
consequently grief. Therefore, destruction of avidya leads to destruction of wrong 
knowledge and in that sequence the destruction of defects, of motivation, of birth 
and grief, leading to moksa. 

Question: The Gautam sutra is saying that the destruction of birth leads to 
destruction of grief; does it mean that moksa results only after death? 

Answer: Not like that. The destruction of adhydsa equals destruction of birth 
because, the body of the knower of Brahman is already 'dead like the slough of a 
snake which is cast off on the ant-hill' (Br. 4.4.7). So, moksa is even while alive. 

^cfT 3U*d£|c| (f. 3 A A) ^ W 

sh^MWld” (rn. “3TTf^fr 05T. 

^ 3TTf^nf^ I “dl^dfd 

wf:” (^k “JIMt dTd wf:” (m. $fdddj 

3TFHnt^nnf^ ^rqfqiT^TT^TtTI f| s^lc^cbrd f^TT^ 

“dTcWffl M (^k 9), “3Tf Of. “3^RTFTTrlTT 

W” (f. 3 A. 3^) ^dtlKldi dlcKIMI dgJIc^cb^ ci^jyfdMKdM'l: 

q^TPPcRT: (^. ^f?T 

■cldhldifd 3lfd^lfd^rdtboT^c|U||fH 3tR)S^TI sT#cT ^f?T” (^. 
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3. 3 A) d^lcUMFdcl^HlfH fiMdlR ^ 3MM<*Uhj 

cTFTTrT ^ <dgJlc^cbrc|fa*1Hq| 

12. This cognition of Brahman-Atman oneness is not of the nature of 
sampadrupa (sastra imposed identification) as in the case of “Mind is indeed 
infinite, the viswedevatas (gods of this name) are infinite. (Meditating on this 
identification) he conquers an infinite world". Nor is it of the nature of 
superimposition (done by sastra ) as in "Meditate (on the identity that) the 
mind is Brahman", "The sun is Brahman, this is the teaching" in which 
contemplation involves in viewing mind, sun etc as Brahman. Nor is it (an 
identification) with a distinctive action as in "Vayu (air) is the devourer" 
"Prana is the devourer". It is also not of the nature of a subsidiary act of 
purification like looking at the ghee. If the knowledge of the Brahman- Atman 
oneness is admitted to be of the form of sampadrupa etc, it would violate the 
syntactical relation of words in sentences like "That you are", "I am Brahman", 
"This Self is Brahman" etc which assert the oneness of Brahman and Atman. It 
would contradict (scriptural passages) like "The knot of the heart is cut, all 
doubts are cleared", which declare the fruit of the removal of avidya. If it were 
of sampadrupa etc, the statements of ( jhdni ) becoming Brahman in "He who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman Itself" would not satisfactorily reconcile. 
Therefore, the knowledge Brahman-Atman oneness is not of the nature of 
sampadrupa etc. 

(12) Another Point: Though Bhasyakara is quoting a sutra of logic for moksa, 
the theses of logicians and Vedanta are very different. According to the logicians, 
knowing Atman as unatman is wrong knowledge and separating the two is right 
knowledge. If here, by Atman is meant the ksetrajha who is prajha and unatman is the 
body and the rest of the world, their indiscrimination is certainly wrong 
knowledge.This is made explicit in the Adhydsa Bhdsyd. However, this Atman is 
getting separated from ‘unatman ' everyday in deep sleep; this is everyone's 
experience. But no enlightenment has dawned. Wrong knowledge is returning as 
soon as one gets up. So 'Atman-undtman' discrimination in the logician's thesis is 
not the knowledge that Vedanta speaks of. Discrimination arises because of not 
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knowing Brahman. Both ‘Atman ' and ‘unatman ' are Brahman. So, the moment one 
realizes the Brahman-Atman oneness, avidyd is lost and there arises the realisation 
that 'unatman' is not different from me, but I am different from 'unatman'. This is 
sarvatmabhdva which is moksa - already spoken of in a previous section (Sutra 1.1.1, 
sec 11-14). Sarvatmabhdva is sarva-dtma-bhdva - the realisation that everything is 
'Atman'. This does not, however, involve the multiplicity of the world; it is sublated. 
This is called prapahca-vilaya. Therefore, it is not different from the inherent non¬ 
dual oneness of Atman. 

(12) That knowledge of Brahman-Atman oneness destroys wrong knowledge - 
this has already been explained. Now it is shown that this knowledge is not a 
mental action. Mental action can be of four types: sampadrupa, adhyasarupa, 
kriyayogarupa, samskdrarupa. 

Details of Sampadrupa: There is similarity between the inferior mind and the 
superior viswedevatds; both are infinite. On this basis, mind is meditated upon as 
viswedevatds. 

Adhyasarupa: Thinking of the mind or the sun as Brahman and meditating on 
them. This is not wrong knowledge bom out of indiscrimination. The difference 
between the mind or the sun and Brahman is known. 

Kriyayogarupa: In susupti (deep sleep), speech etc of one's self are devoured by 
prana; in pralaya i.e., dissolution of the world, the presiding deities of speech etc 
viz., Agni - i.e., fire etc are devoured by Vdyu. Based on the similarity of this special 
action, sastra prescribes meditation on the presumed oneness of prana; and Vdyu. 

Samskdrarupa: By looking at it, the wife purifies the ghee to be used in the yaga 
as a subsidiary act. But knowledge of Brahman-Atman oneness is not any of these 
types of mental actions, because there is duality in all of them till the end. 

*3. 37cT: 1 dglfcgJII % crff? 3^hfeyhlU|fdt|dc|^- 

*TRc[W cH^d^ll sT^T: d^M^l ^ cbdlfeM ^rfvJTT ?TcR: 

cbldfey^VI: q ^ fdfefsbdlcbiMd cbldfey^Vll I “SRT^cf 

dfetedKSft 3lfafedKf sr M (%. ^f?T 

Tlcf fddMlfd W fd'dHldld” Wl cTSTT wfel f^TT- 



*Tcrf?T ^ (%. S .<0 
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5rpaT^tRr??r (%. ^.<0 ^f?ri 

^r°T: Vll^fH^MMfdRfd ^ti ^i 3iferra#qcT-^f^f%xr^^?nwri 

q f| WW{ fwr^cT sT^T yfdfMMKf±|fc|fdl % riff? UrM'llc^H 

3TfW7cRT yfdMK^d^ ^Gjaiebfrjd ^T-^R^ddlfd il^Mdilfd I cTSTT ^ 
?TTWT “^Wd rR^T TRT TRT ^ ^ H: I 3Tf^TTW f^TRdT fd^ldM- 
RMHdlH” (%. 3.3), ^sffcdK* f^^il^RT^IdK f^TH^T:” (f. 

3.*.3) ^f?T ^cP-llRl 37?T: ^Rl^Icbf^Md^'^lRrclfHcl^d RM^TbldlW^M- 
wfalRT q 34fH^4rc| ^T: I 

13. Therefore, the knowledge of Brahman is not subjective. What then is it? 
It is objective like the knowledge of the objects of the sense perception etc. 
Imagining the allowance of action in such Brahman or Its knowledge is 
impossible by any reasoning. Brahman cannot be deemed to come into the field 
of action though It is an object for the act of cognition, because of the denial of 
Its being an object of knowing in “It is different from the known and also the 
unknown", "By whom one knows all this, by what one can know Him?" 
Similarly, there is also the denial of Its being an object of the act of upasana: 
after telling the non-objectness of Brahman in "That which is not expressed by 
speech, that by which speech is expressed" sastra says "Know then that alone 
is Brahman (and) not as 'this' whose upasana is done". (Objection) Tf it be said 
that Brahman is not an object, (then) sastra cannot be the source (for its 
knowledge)?' No, for sastra has the purport of removing the difference 
imagined by avidya. Indeed, the sastra does not intend to propound Brahman 
as an object like 'this'. What then? It propounds Brahman as the non-object 
inner self and removes the differences like known-knower and knowledge 
imagined in the inner self by avidya. Thus says the sastra: "By whom It is not 
known, for him It is known, by whom It is known, for him It is not known. (It 
is) not known to them who know, known to them who do not know", "You 
cannot see the seer of sight, cannot know the knower of the knower", etc. 
Because of the restoration of Atman's nature of eternal freedom through the 
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removal (in this way) of sariisara imagined (in Him) due to avidya, moksa is 
free from the fault of non-eternality. 

(13.1) All the sampadrupa etc actions are dependent on the one who has to 
perform them, i.e., they are subjective. Unlike them, knowing Brahman is objective, 
i.e., dependent on the object, which has to be understood as it is - just as in 
understanding a pot only as a pot. 'Is knowing also not a mental act?' In the case of 
Brahman, it is not even that because. It is different from the known and the unknown. 
It is not an object for the mind to understand. Since It is the inherent nature of the 
knower. It cannot be an object for knowing. Kenopanisad clearly states that It cannot 
be an object for upasana either. Then what is meant when it is said that sastra is the 
pramana for knowing It?' Indeed, even sastra cannot teach Brahman directly. Sastra 's 
validity is only up to the point of telling one that Brahman is not that which one is 
seeing. Knowledge of Brahman is to be obtained only in this manner. The seeker 
first searches for Brahman in something which It is not. In this action of searching 
there is multiplicity of the known-knower-knowledge. This difference is seen due 
to avidya. Sastra only prevents him from entertaining this illusory difference and 
provokes him to look at himself. Since the ever-present Atman is Brahman, moksa is 
eternal. 

(13.2) The sentence, ‘ ^fasjicblc'Md cl sj d cl dd i fd/iRTT ’ - Which removes the 

differences like known-knower-knowledge imagined in the inner self by avidya, 
needs a closer look. None among the three is imagined due to avidya; only the 
difference seen in them is due to avidya. The ignorant person, only looking at the 
forms, sees differences and understands only what he sees. The jnanl will also see 
the differences with his senses, but he understands the oneness permeating all of 
them which is himself. The seeker takes support of Atman to remove the sense of 
difference in outside forms - ‘ od^ichK^^ksId^Pd: ycT i ( Gita 

Bh. 18.50). In this way, sarvatmahhava itself is moksa. 

STTtgT: cuFdcb cblRjcb cfT gil#^ ff?T 

cTSTT facbl'W Wl cPTh f^cTR 3lfdr4<cWI 1 

fdcbl^SBTrei cTT ^ I q W cFFlf^TTI 

FfW 3U|UMIdJ W^McilfdRTb^sfg s^Plfr HMcdhJ flcfhd^H RMH-d- 
TTt’TT 5^: 3Ilcbl^l^c|| *iw>l4Tci||i|K^ 3T^fcTI 
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fi^hKl % qrcr fifcbKHi ^TTsn^T err ^rra, <liiim^«i cm ^ rn^T 
^pnsrr^T *r*icrf?r, srt^t i ^nfa 

PlrM^5l^W^Mrc||d v TTt^Q\ 

14. For him (who says) moksa is produced, it is reasonable that for him, 
there is the need for mental, verbal or physical action. So also, if it be a 
modification. (But) for these two views, the non-eternality of moksa is certain. 
Neither modifications like curd etc, nor things produced like pot etc are found 
to be eternal in the world. Even for attainability (of moksa), there is no need for 
action, because, it is of the nature of one's own Self. Even if it is different from 
one's own nature. Brahman is not what is to be attained because, being all- 
pervasive, Brahman by nature is ever-attained by all like akasa. Nor is moksa (a 
result of) purification in which case it expects an activity. Indeed, what is called 
purification may be either of merit or by subtraction of defect. It cannot be 
addition of merit since moksa is the unsurpassed excellence of Brahman to which 
no merit can be added; nor by the removal of defect, since moksa is of the nature 
of eternally pure Brahman. 

(14) Fruit of karma is of four types: Obtained by producing, modifying, attaining 
or purifying. Moksa is like none of them. It is not produced like a pot. If it were, it 
should be absent earlier and lost later and so non-eternal. Moksa being eternal, it is 
not produced. It is not modified like milk into curd. The Mimamsakas say that karma/ 
upasana modify to the form of apurva - something unseen, and are then experienced 
as fruit in due course. This is also non-etemal. So moksa is not of this type. It is not 
something to be attained either, like szoarga (heaven). It being one's own inherent 
nature, it is not attained. Even granting it is different, it is still not attainable because 
Brahman is all-pervading. Moksa is not something to be purified. Purification means 
adding a merit or removing a demerit. But Brahman, which is of unsurpassed 
excellence, is faultless. So, moksa is not a result of purification. Next is a long analysis 
of this last feature. 

^h. fcncJTspf ttct tr f?rfrwr iftgr: r*>nu\ EilfsMhiu) srfrr- 

<* 1^1 w 3h^f fnytfuifcbijiji «fob4mu) ttrcr^t snf: ^f?r 
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feTT3SRT<5r 3TT?IR: I ^TSRTT felT 3lfd$cfdl ^ 3TT?ITR rW?h 

^ 3TR*TT feRlT fe&%T, ^f^M^STTcPR: IW^dl “^fdcbl4[5i|^^’ 
(Tft. <0 ^f?T ^cl^ldifd dlcRJlfd ®TTS^T^TI rT55T 3Tfe"tTI 3TWRT W3RT 
felT 3TTcJR: Tbfefl 37^TT9RTRTr^ feTRIT: STffeRcfra ^ W 3TTrJTT 
*Tffelfh TJ ^UHddl FTR- STTcRR- d^flMdldlfddidl f^RRTT ^ uR*b*Wlui) 
^:? ^1 4-^d^d ^fdill^ldfd 3TT?JR: ^fk>d^|U|rc|ldJ URT^T ff 

HMIdJ-MI^: ^fWdlidrdHJ cRTT feSRRIT doH^d TicT 3TffeTT 

3Hch^d MR^Id: Tiffed ^f?T ^RTI W fe^felfeferfife STT^ 
fefa dcTMHi rT^fenfe 3TTTfeErnT “3^m*Rl: M ff?T *T?T ^fed^cl I 
Tier 3^H-3TraTR-i|^ilMdldlfdHI 3T? 3p5: ^kT: ^f?T ^5T TT 

Ulfcbdc) I TT ^ fel TTcTI fel f| 3T^rf 3TI3TRTdfefe JjfeHT 
f^RH: fefeTl rl^TJcT TT TTeT 3T«nf?TI “rRTfeT: felrT *dl&fd 
3R«fet 3rf^dlcbVllfd M (lj. 3.3.3) $fdh*ddU|[d, “sfefenfejrF 
^feTT|jfnfeT: M (3J. 3.3.*) Wl cTSTT ^ “tt^ TTchjfrj 
ficFciiiti) ^nrfssr^r: fe# -RFfuTsr’ ’ 

(?%. ^. 33 ) ?fni “*r n^TRT ^rqwnwirm armfe ^nnTnfen’’ 

(f. 6 ) ^ f?r M TRfr 3RTfe ^fdVIddi ftcd^di W I 

s^TTers 1 *rfe 1 nwn n ^w^rfsfn *rfe 1 ^ jrin ferppfe- 

w; n yfe %nfe ^fRnpri nwn ?nfeF ipRdT fernn wTRrwfn 

srpfe: fenati 

15. 'If it be said that moksa, though being one's own nature, yet being 
obscured is manifested by a purification act, just as the luster of a mirror 
purified by the act of scrubbing?' No; because, (saying that) the Self is an object 
of action—is irreconcilable. An action which does not modify its object cannot 
exist. If Atman is modifiable by action, its results in non-eternality of Atman. 
Sentences like "This is spoken of as non-modifiable" would be affected. That 
is unacceptable. Therefore, Atman being an object of action is not possible. If 
something else is the object of action, Atman is not purified since it is not the 
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object (for purification). (Details:) 'Is not the embodied seen to be purified by 
body-based acts such as bathing, acamana (sipping of water) and wearing 
yajhopavita (the sacred thread etc)?' No. Only that Atman is purified which is 
associated with the body etc under the grip of avidya. Indeed, it is clearly seen 
that bathing, acamana etc inhere in the body. It stands to reason that what is 
purified by the body-based act is something that is associated with it and is 
accepted as the Self due to avidya. It is like this: With equilibrium of the humours 
brought about by the body based treatment, there is fruit of health for him 
who is associated with the body and has the conceit of it as himself; in him 
arises the feeling "I am free from disease". Similarly, he who gets the feeling 'I 
am clean, purified' through bathing, acamana, wearing of the yajnopavita etc, 
is purified. He is certainly associated with the body. It is only by him who has 
the conceit 'I am the doer', who is the object of the concept T and supporter of 
all thoughts—that all actions are performed. Their fruit he alone enjoys, because 
mantra passage says "One of them eats the fruit, the other looks on, not eating" 
and also "One associated with the body, senses and the mind is called the 
enjoyer by wise men". Similarly, "The one God concealed in all beings and 
pervading all beings, the watcher of actions, living in all beings, the witness, 
the intelligent, alone and free from all qualities", "He pervades all, is effulgent, 
unembodied, free from wounds, free from nerves, pure and unafflicted by sin". 
These two mantras show that Brahman cannot have anything (excellence) added 
to It and that It is eternally pure. Becoming Brahman is moksa. Therefore, moksa 
is not one to be purified. Other than these (four) no one can show a door for 
action to enter into moksa. Therefore, apart from (this) one knowledge, there 
cannot be an entrance here even for a smell of action. 

(15) Objection: Can the inherent nature of Atman which is eternal moksa be 
revealed by purification, just like the mirror which when scrubbed shows its shine? 

Answer: No; because scrubbing modifies the mirror. If Atman is modified like 
that by karma, He becomes non-etemal. 

Further Objection: 'What if by scrubbing we mean the wiping of the mirror?' 
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Answer: In that case, the purification is not of the mirror. Similarly, purification 
is there by bathing and acamana for one who has adhyasa in the body. He is prajna 
who is the object of the aham-pratyaya and is the witness of all pratyayas. It is he who, 
with the adjuncts of body mind etc, does all the actions in wakeful and dreaming 
states and experiences their fruit. But the Atman who is his witness is untouched 
by these purification processes. Really speaking, even prajna is untouched by them. 
Since prajna, due to avidya, does not know that he is Atman, he appears to get purified. 
This avidya is the only obstruction to moksa and is not lost by any purificatory action. 
Avidya is lost only by vidyd - knowledge. 

ff ftf ftf FRFf Heft? f, tR^RFRi Heft Hr ftf ft ff 

FFjfF7H#F Fterit, ^EF RldoU|i|K|sfiFT FI FFT “FFf iJftF 

TF1FT FFFT SFTFFFFcbRuR’’ (I*. sTh “FFFT FFFT SSTT^T M 

^IcIhlR^I «FTF f%RR F^lfF FRF, FFTfa FEF<F FufFFnfF 3RTFT FT Fuf 
VIcHlhJ iJEFcRRFRI *TTF 3 FFTORRIFI JJFRT F FFTFFFFjfFFFFI 3R: 
*TR FJ^FFJ^F 3FFFT FT FT^RRFFI %FR FFJFfHf FFI F F^RFFIF, 
FlfF ^FFTRTFI FFTR FRF^sfF *TTFFT FFiR^RFFI FFT F “^JEFf FTF 
^ftcTFlfR:” (^T. ^19.^) “F)FT FTF (WT. ^TFF 

FtfFT^EFFh 3TfR^qfqFt FFfFI %FR Ft^FRFFTFR fFJ^F FT FEFFFT 
FI FT 3 5rfF^ 3FtT 3lPd^Rh, F FT F^FIFFT FlfF FEFcIFT f% Fff? 
JFF^fFFFFT^F^F fft dH^dd, F HEFTI FF F^TFTOT-fFFF-FFF^ 
tftFcFFI FtFFfF FFTFFF^TRFfFFFFfFFTFFFl^FRFFI Ff§F^f^RF: 
FFFTRT 3TfF 3TfF#3F-fFFFTFR FFfFT, FFRlf^f F^rH^Tt^FTftFFI 
^|F-3T^ntF FT^fFFFTFRI 

16. Ts not knowledge a mental act?' No, because of difference. An act is 
that which is enjoined without regard to the nature of the thing and dependent 
on mental activity. For example: "That deity for whom oblation is to be offered, 
should be contemplated in mind and then should be uttered, the word vasat", 
"The evening (deity) should be contemplated in the mind" etc. Contemplation, 
viz. thinking about, is mental; it may be done or not done or done in a different 
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way by the person since it is subjective. Knowledge, on the other hand, is 
generated by pramana i.e. valid means of knowledge. Pramana objectifies the 
thing as it is. Therefore, knowledge—though mental—is very different in nature 
(from an act). In cases like “Man is fire, oh Gautama", "Woman is fire, oh 
Gautama", there arises the cognition of fire in man and in woman. This 
however, is an act generated solely by injunction and subjective. But the 
cognition of the well-known fire is not dependent on imagination nor is it 
subjective. What then? It is knowledge only, not an act, because, it is objective 
(knowledge) of an object of perception. The same is to be understood in respect 
of all things which are objects of pramana. This being the case, even knowledge 
of Brahman which is the Self as it is, is not dependent on Vedic injunction. Hence, 
although imperative etc referring to the knowledge of Brahman are found in 
the Vedic texts, yet they are ineffective because they refer to something which 
cannot be enjoined, just as the edge of a razor becomes blunt when it is applied 
to a stone. The reason is that It is a thing where there is no giving and taking. 

(16) That jhana is not a mental act is being demonstrated in this section. Action 
is injunctory - prescribed independent of the nature of the object and dependent 
on the mind. For e.g., the meditation prescribed in the sentence 'after meditating in 
the mind on the devata, when the hotd shouts 'vasat', the adhvaryu should offer the 
oblation to the devata' is subjective. 

Doubt: Quoting the same mantra 'the deity for whom.' etc the Bhdsyakdra has 
said 'Injunctions prescribing the oblations expect Indra etc devatas to have an inherent 
form. Devatas like Indra etc cannot be grasped by the mind if they don't have a 
form - ‘fafsrfb: yu uiyadbr.- OTfaray ^tThi ^ 

Udlh 3Trfrqhrj'sncRRf’ i (Su. Bh. 1.3.33). Since the mental form during meditation 
has to be similar to the inherent form of the devata, is it not jhana - knowledge of the 
devata ? If it is jhana, it cannot be an injunction. Therefore, what does it mean to say 
that 'injunction is prescribed independent of the nature of the object?' 

Answer: Not like that. In the sentence above, the meditation implies a mental 
form similar to the inherent form of the devata .But the adhydsarupa meditation (see 
sec. 12) is dissimilar to the form of the object. Therefore, meditation could be similar 
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or dissimilar to the form of the object. This is the implication when it is said that 
the injunction of meditation is without regard to the nature of the object of 
meditation. Therefore, meditation is not jndna. The jndna that is produced when 
the devata is actually seen is not subjective. But the meditation of remembering the 
devatd not in front, is subjective. 

Doubt: When seeing the pot, its mental form that is produced is subject to 
change. Therefore, isn't knowing the pot also an action? 

Answer: No; because there is no effort on part of the knower in knowing the 
pot. Production of the mental form of the object as a consequence of the object- 
sense contact is the nature of the ksetra. This is subject to change. The one who 
notices it is the knower. Knowing is not his action; it is his nature. 

Doubt: Let not jndna of sense perception be an act. Is not effort involved in 
knowing things by inference and Veda? 

Answer: It is not so. Whatever may be the pramdna, jnana obtained has to be 
right knowledge. But effort is needed, while knowing things beyond perception, 
to remove the doubts obstructing right knowledge. But this does not mean that 
jnana is produced by this effort; because the object of the effort is not jndna, but the 
removal of doubt. One who does not distinguish the role of pramdna in this way, 
may imagine that jndna is obtained by effort like cooking. This is not correct. If one 
remembers that the knower is prdjha who is adjunctless, it is easy to understand 
the jndna is not his action, but his nature. Therefore, Brahman-Atman jnana also is 
neither injunctive nor subjective. 

?rff “3TTc*TT cfT 37^ ^c?T: sfteT:” (f. 3.*A) ^1T- 

^frtt Jra# TpjT*: ^ ^ 3TfTTT ^7 ^ cT5T 37MPdcb 

TJWSf cT*7 ^IrMPrlcb^j^clir^H wrmf^-cbl^cb^Ulfiyidy^Rl- 

JlcIrfaPd “STWcTT 37^ s^oJT: ” I 

rm 3Hrhl^MU||i| 37^7^71^7 ^ 371^^ Tfcf 

(f. “*7?T ^7 Llcftll^cll^W cfc cF 

RMIHkld”, ‘‘fd^IdKh^ f^TT^TTW’ ’ (f. *AA<0, **3|i|*llrMI 

Of. 3 A A) 
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17. 'What then are the meanings of passages like "Atman should be seen, 
should be heard about" etc which have the shade of injunctions?' We say, 
they are intended to turn back (the mind) from objects of natural inclination. 
The person who is inclined outwards (thinks) 'Let me have desirable things, 
let me not have undesirable things' but does not attain the final goal there. 
(When the same person) desires the final goal, passages like "Atman is to be 
seen" etc turn him away from the objects of natural inclination which attract 
the union of the body and the senses and make his (attention) flow towards 
the inner Atman in a continuous current. For him who engages himself in the 
quest of Atman, sruti teaches the true nature of Atman which is free from any 
giving and taking: "All this is Atman", "Where all of this is only Atman, by 
what whom can see ? By what whom can one know!" "By what one can the 
knower?" "This Atman is Brahman" etc. 

(17) Which have the shade of injunctions etc: Should be done, to be done, must 
be done have injunctory meaning. Though the word 'to be seen, to be heard, to be 
thought about, to be meditated on' are injunctions, they cannot be injunctions when 
used in the case of Atman. 'Then what is their purpose?' It is this: Man by nature is 
extrovert in trying to get happiness and getting rid of grief. One who is in search of 
Atman knows that the ultimate happiness is not obtained from outside. 
Nevertheless, his mind is frequently pushed outside due to the power of the 
impressions acquired from previous lives. His mind is to be withdrawn from 
outside and turned inwards towards the Atman. Who is this Atman ? It is he who is 
all this. Therefore, when he comes to know that he is the all pervading Atman, the 
mind stops going outside. These injunctive words are used to turn his attention 
towards the Atman. Rest of the discussion in this connection is in the end section. 

^ 6 . 31cbrfc*iysnqq 3TT?q*TH fTTRT 34KM 1*1 cTT q ¥|crfq ff?T, cfiT 

cite! | 31 vicb111 IFm 3TFTTcf> s^ldUcHIdl WQ\ Ucfcbtfcdldl 

Flft: <£>d<£K*!dl ^ ff?TI rTSTT ^ “3TT?qR 3FJqwtf?T , 

cbWI*l (!• ffol 

ffeqiq furfur w” (qt ^.^o) qwq q yfdiFd- 

fgfafdy*Jd4|l sr^PJT: wTuPTI 
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18. (As for the objection that) the knowledge of Atman which is free from 
action does not have any giving and taking—we accept it as it is. This indeed 
constitutes our glory that with the realization of Atman as Brahman, there is 
the destruction of all duties and the accomplishment of everything that is to 
be accomplished. So too says sruti: “If man realizes that Atman is himself (then), 
desiring what for who's sake will he suffer in sympathy with the body?" smrti 
also says “Knowing that, one becomes intelligent and would have accom¬ 
plished all that is to be accomplished, oh Bharata". Therefore, Brahman is not 
said as subsidiary to upasana. 

(18) That there is no giving and taking in the knowledge of Brahman-Atman 
oneness, is not a defect; it is our glory. We accept this feature of the realisation of 
Atman as it is because, what give and take could be there in that bliss whose tiny 
fractions are the happiness of beings starting from man upto the supermost devata 
Brahma? (Tai. 2.8; Br. 4.3.33). With this, all duties come to an end and all the work 
is over. That there is no higher bliss is indicated even to the unrealised in blissful 
and griefless deep sleep where connection with outside world is completely 
snapped. Therefore, it is obvious that the realised one has no connection with either 
karma or upasana. 

q^fa %qqi qqjqFTt 

Hlfdifd, cRTI 33H^ylNcdldJ qh# 

STTRTTff W Sdhaifd-qTjf^-sfcdfdd^nJT: Wy«MU|*y : SFRqqfa: 

RfqT ^f?T cfT qrqq “q qq ^fq ^qTcRT” (f. 

3HrhVKIdJ STTqRST yrdUsdlrj, ^VIcKIrdldl q irq PKIcbdf 

cTC^q 3MchcdldJ ^ 3TTrJTT 3^5RqqfqqqrqirT SyfHMo^d fd^ldrl ^f?T 
sqpraq? q, q^qf^^Ty^Tbrdidj qft 3Tfyrqq fdtidcb^fd^ui cRqi^ft 
qcfqqrq: TPT: qcF: ^sW^T: fqfqqrit TTcfcqq^ qT %qf%RT 3Tfq- 

RT: TT^q 3TTRTI 3RT: q q %qf%RT yrdKsMId qiqq: fqfq?tq<q qT ^Tl 
3TTcRqn*q q qtqf q tq: Rfa Stn^T: I qcf % fdHVdd [deblhdld 
fdHVdfd I fddlVI^qiqRT 3ifddiyill fqfgjqTtrqqiqTsq q^qqftrq:, 

3RT qq fer^p§^§^q^q%Tiq: I qqTRT f%fqq qT q>T55T qT 
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WTf?T:” (<E. ^iP-l” Of. 3.^.^) ^f?T 

^ aflMfHM^RlvlNui 3trfq^ PTTSTPft 3^1 3TcT: 

^dclfdMO ^Wrft Hiwlfd cT5R TTT^W3rtTI 

19. Some say, there is no portion of the Veda telling about mere things 
different from injunctions which motivate and demotivate and what is 
subsidiary to them. That is not so because, the Person (Atman) propounded in 
the Upanisads is not subsidiary to anything else. This Person is understood 
from the Upanisads alone; He is not samsari ; He is of the nature of Brahman, 
who is distinct from the four kinds of substances which are produced etc. Who 
occurs in a topic of His own, not subsidiary to another. It cannot be said that 
such a one does not exist or that He cannot be known, because there is the 
word 'Atman' in “That Atman is not like this, not like this" and it is not possible 
to deny Atman, for he who denies is himself Atman. (Objection) 'Since (it has 
been said) that Atman is the object of T-thought', is it not wrong to say that He 
is to be understood from the Upanisads alone?' No, because, it has been said 
that He is the witness of the Atman grasped as T. As distinct from the doer 
Atman grasped as T, His witness who is present in all, equal, one, immutably 
eternal, the Person who is the self of all, is not known by anyone either in the 
injunctional part (of the Veda) or in the system of logic. Therefore, He cannot 
be refuted by anyone, nor link (him) as subsidiary to injunction. Being the Atman 
of all. He is not something either to be given up or taken up. All the produced 
effects perish leaving this Person. This Person is imperishable because, there is 
nothing in Him to perish. He is immutably eternal because, there is nothing to 
be modified (in Him). For this reason. He is by nature eternally pure, 
enlightened and free. Therefore, in (sentences like) ''There is nothing higher 
than this Person: that is the limit, that is the highest goal'', ''But I ask about the 
Person propounded in the Upanishads'',—the qualification 'propounded in 
the Upanisads' predominantly speak about this Person. Therefore, the statement 
that there is no part of the Veda dealing with existing things is mere rashness. 

(19) It is wrong to say that the Vedas do not teach anything which has no 












128 


connection with karma; Upanisads do teach of such a soul. In this section it is shown 
with evidence that He is to be taught only by the Upanisads because. He is not 
related to karma. The sentence since Atman is the subject of the aham-pratyaya - ‘TI 
3TR*TT rM<4fciarq i d... ’ has already been discussed in Adhyasa Bhdsya (25.1). 

Doubt: Till now it has been said that the inner self is the subject of the I-thought 
(aham-pratyaya) and is well-known in everyone's experience. Now suddenly it is 
being said that'^PH^T^ fcl^iarl’ - He is to understood only through the Upanisads. 
How is it? 

Answer: Not like that. The inner Self, spoken of previously, is ksetrajha-prdjha 
-doer-enjoyer - who could be purified by action - discussed in logic and also the 
part of the Vedas dealing with karma. He is not one; he is different in each body. 
The one being said by the Upanisads is the same in everyone, the President without 
attributes and the witness to all karma. Therefore, it is wrong to say that the Vedas 
do not speak of existent things*. 

3 °. 3^5b4-|UW rRSTTsf: ^rf^SRTT’’ 

(7TT. «TT. RAA) frtcTmft, cTrl 

sftdciihj “3iiHiii^ r^biii^KM^cKi^aidd^HiH!’ (^. TJ. 

STRSfa*! JJTFT:I il^rdfH^FdRiRloi|fd^U| 
*RT ftc*T *JjcT HlMftVlfd ^ft 1 

ft f^lT STcrftl 37f^TT#sft ftJWTSR^m f^TTsf 

TTcT ^ft ^T? I f^TT^sft fa^nMrfr cTfrJ 

^tlft^tcri f^TTSf^ PRTt^R ^ W TJflicidi 37^Tft^ ^ftl ^ift 
qrtT 3trff% flcT 'HI I ft Id? 3Hc|hd-31lrMc|^l|^|gr rT^cT 

Tlfd^htfdl dddhotll UUK^dl: ft^frT: JRTfaR f^ft ^ft 

SRfcRcT f^WTSR^qt#TI 

20. (The sayings of) those who know the purport of the sastra viz, “The 
visible use of Veda is the teaching of action" etc refer to the discussion of 

*The sentence 3TT?*TT 3^y<^alat>ia<^ld... Ur^cWcaid ’ - Makes it crystal clear that 
’ - the first word in the Adhyasa Bhasya refers only to ksetrajha and not to 
his witness, the fourth Atman. 
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dharma. Therefore, they have to be understood as the opinion of the sdstra of 
prescriptions and prohibitions. Further, for those who accept unexceptionally 
(the statement) “Since the purpose of the Veda is action, (sentences) not 
conveying that meaning are futile", the teaching of existents become futile. If 
it teaches existent things different from injunctions for motivation and 
demotivation for the sake of dharma which is yet to occur, what is the reason 
for saying that it does not teach the immutable eternal existent? The existent 
that is taught is not an act. Tf it is said that though the existent itself is not an 
act, its teaching is for the sake of an act, because it is instrumental to an act?' 
This is not a defect. Though for the sake of an act—the thing which has the 
capacity to perform an act is certainly taught; that it is for the sake of an act is 
its usefulness. Just because of that, the thing does not turn out to be untaught. 
'Agreeing it is taught, what do you gain from it?' We will say: The teaching of 
the unknown Atman is also of the same kind. By its knowledge the use would 
be the removal of the wrong knowledge which is the cause of samsara. Hence, 
it is the same as the teaching of objects that are instrumental to an act in respect 
of its usefullness. 

(20) That the Vedas do not speak of existent things was rejected in the previous 
section. Now it is being shown, using the Mimamsaka 's arguments, that the Vedas 
do speak of about things unrelated to karma. Do they not speak of yupa, ahvamya 
etc? They do, but for the sake of action'. Though its usefulness is in action, it is an 
existent. So, the teaching of an existent object without use could be meaningless; 
not if it has use. 'Then what is the use for teaching about Atman?' It is that Its 
knowledge destroys the adhyasa which is responsible for all evil. 

«T “sdl^ufl q f^cET:” fdcp-liai I T ^ TTT 

f5F*n, TTfa %WTSRTTI 3Tf5ETralni^i|^l: T 

sTRsfer trri rrssr arf^ri t ^ ^cmicwiki- 

qoT: VIcKW cFRTfoj fa,AllfH^Fd- 

3jl^|fil-L|cbKUmj FTT ^ T T ^ !£ RTfR^ 3M?IIU|fdl 
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rTFrm “dl^ufi q ^qic?T:” frJnf^ jrf^STTSf 

TRJTRt 3T^T5T y^IMfdddlR^T: I cTWW 
cTI^ f^WI 37R5fenf^TSTR S^cSHT I 

21. Further, “A brahmana is not to be killed” etc teach desisting from action. 
This is not an act or even a means to act. If the teaching of not acting is futile, 
then the teachings of desisting from activity like ”A brahmana is not to be killed” 
would also be futile. That is not desirable. The word 'not' related to the act of 
killing which is naturally inherent (in one), makes (him) desist from killing 
and (eventually) generates (only) a passivity in him. Therefore, imagining a 
meaning of non-existent act (for the word 'not') is not possible. The nature of 
the word 'not' is that it teaches the non-existence to which it is related. The 
cognition of non-existence is the cause of passivity. That subsides on its own 
accord like the fire whose fuel has been consumed. Therefore we think that the 
passivity generated by desisting from the act for which there is scope, is the 
meaning of the prohibition "A brahmana is not to be killed" etc, in all cases 
other than the Prajapati - vow etc. Therefore, the claim of futility must be 
understood in the case of legends which are praises of the existent not serving 
the human goal. 

(21) That sentences unrelated to action are futile is the opponent's view in the 
sutra 'Since sastra is for the purpose of action'. The counter question of the Vedantin 
is this: Right. It is true in the case of injunctory sentences intended to motivate 
person to action. What about prohibitory sentences intended to demotivate? 

Opponent: Even in the prohibitory sentences, connection with action is implied. 
For e.g., in Prajapati vow, the brahmacarin is prohibited to see the sun while it is 
setting or rising. Puranas prohibit seeing the moon on a certain day of the year. In 
these prohibitions, effort is needed by the person not to see the sun or the moon. 

Vedantin: What about the prohibitory sentence 'A brahmana should not be 
killed'? It is neither action nor an implement for action. 

Opponent: No; there is the action of effort not to kill. 

Vedantin: But this sentence is not an injunction for making that effort. The 
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only use of the sentence is to produce the awareness of not killing. Later on, even 
this awareness ends up in being passive. As for e.g., if the intention of killing is the 
fuel, then this awareness is fire. Just like fire gets extinguished after burning the 
fuel, this awareness also ends up in passivity after removing the motivation to kill. 
This means that there are Vedic passages which are useful things not related with 
action. Similarly, sentences about Brahman have the use of removing adhyasa which 
is responsible for all worldly problems. 

SRT^TT WtT 

“W^TT d^hdl” ^TTfs^cRT ^fq, ddjfUrWI “<^R4 qRT *Pf : ” ff?T 

q CbSRdd v 3 T?[c|tc| facijrbq? q 3^^-5lWT^TI^RT W- 

qcf w el^M^IUNfddsl^IrM^lclRKlsn^i q % 

^TThlUTrqTfTrmiqq: ^<41^x4 r^tdflifd 4dJJqi'JNfdd-5l^lrhlc|J|4 

qqfqqR fq^fr q^cr fqsqT*nqfqfirq qddlfd w qjqqfa- 

tjq I q ft srfqqt SRTfqqTfqq: SHIM^Kfdfa-d ^dfafd 

y^Rid^i snrftwbuGidfM sRTqqTrfqfqq qcrfqi q ^ ^Rdd: $^fqr- 
^Tfwqfqfqq ttcst ^qftfq q^r $^Gd^ifiwH<ftd*4 q^q 

^fqqqifqqiqfqf^ jgs qcrfqi q^q? ^rit “3T^rftf q Qj^ify4 
05T. 

22. It was said that the speaking of a bare thing without entry of injunction 
is futile like (saying) "The earth has seven islands" etc. This has been refuted; 
because, use is seen even in the narration of a bare objection like "This is rope, 
this is not a snake". (Opponent)—'Even in him who has heard about Brahman, 
the features of a samsafi (worldly person) is seen as before; therefore, it is not 
purposeful as in the narration of the nature of the rope.' Here we say: It is not 
possible to show features of samsafi as before in one who has realization of 
Brahman as himself; because it is opposed to the realization of Brahman—Atman 
identification generated by Veda pramana. In a man with the conceit of self in 
the body etc, association with grief, fear etc are found. Because of that, it is not 
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possible to imagine in the man the association of grief, fear etc caused by illusory 
knowledge, after the Brahman- Atman realization produced by Veda pramana 
(and so) the conceit is removed. The grief of theft of wealth is found in the rich 
house-holder with the conceit of wealth; the same grief caused by the theft of 
wealth is not produced in the same man when he renounces and becomes freed 
from the conceit of wealth. Happiness is seen in one having earrings who has 
the conceit of having earrings; for the same person, the happiness in having 
earrings is not there, when he gives up the earrings and is freed from the conceit 
of having earrings. This is declared by sruti: 'Him who is unembodied, pleasure 
and displeasure do not touch.'. 

(22) Earlier the objection was raised that the narration of an existent thing is 
useless, like the sentence 'The earth has seven islands'. Countering it, the Vedantin 
said that the narration of the rope has the use of removing the fear of the serpent 
(see the same adhikarana, sec. 6). Continuing it, the effect of the realisation of Brahman- 
Atman oneness on ihejhdni is being discussed. A detailed commentary on this has 
already been made in the Adhyasa Bhasya (21.1-3). The gist is: ‘ yifhi^eb^ wfoft 
nwivHyrHi arfa 3Tcr^rrfMt vffh: .- aw-un 

(Br. Bh. 1.4.7). Though activity takes place in body, speech, mind 
etc, one with this realisation is aware that he is unrelated to it. There is no meaning 
in others finding a contradiction in it. Since there is no adhyasa in him, pleasure / 
displeasure do not touch him even when the body is alive. The objection of the 
opponent who does not agree with this and the Vedantin's answer to it is as follows: 


f^MHfdfhd^ldJ qff 3TT?IR: f*T2sn*TR ^tRcTT 3T^RT: 

EIVKllrci ?lcFT 1^4“ 31VKll^i 31cb4fHfiH^lRfd 3T^5TFTI cRfRT 

srqfa4fHf4-d 34 ek^m snrfsrtf4t: &m- 


$drc||f4^: I &u4m44l: dr^dbM W ^Adtiy^iJfHlld^ 3RST- 


IT^T 31Hlfd^cbvMdll fcbin-H^cHiimidiTrol 3TT?iR: I 

Tr^rsnrnT^TT ^ c&^cpt, ^r? q, sR^rnf^-^trrf^T 

^RmfsR^RT M I ^ $ 3TTrRT: ^ddHlRdd^llUlRfa: W*dlf4- 
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wrfqftrT ?tcr frrs^nf^RR^ jj^rgr: wri<j: i tt^t 

'H'jWHrcW 3TTriR: c4mgi|M HJ 

23. 'If it is said that unembodiment happens when the body is lost (and) 
not when alive?' No, because, embodiment is due to illusory knowledge. It is 
not possible to imagine embodiment for Atman in any other way than through 
illusory knowledge of the conceit of Atman as the body. We have already said 
that unembodiment is eternal since it is not caused by action. 'If it is said that 
embodiment is due to dharma and adharma acquired by him?' No. That dharma 
and adharma are acquired by him is not established because, his relation with 
the body is not established. (To avoid this difficulty) assuming beginninglessness 
(of the relation between body and dharma/adharma ) is (like) a chain of blind 
men, because there is mutual dependence between the relation with the body, 
and the acquisition of dharma and adharma by him. Atman's doership is also 
irreconcilable since he has no samavaya relation - with action. 'Is not mere 
proximity seen as causing doership in kingly persons?' No; their doership comes 
through their relationship with the servants procured through gifting of money 
etc. It is not possible to conceive of any relation produced by gifting of money 
which could produce master-servant relationship between Atman and the body 
etc. It is directly seen that illusory conceit is the cause of relation. With this is 
also explained the doership of Atman in sacrifice. 

(23) The opponent's view is that unmebodiment is only after death and not 
while alive. But this is wrong. Whether Atman has pleasure/displeasure after the 
fall of the body or not, cannot be determined by others; only the Vedas can tell it. 
The Vedas say that after death jiva goes to heaven/hell. This means that even after 
death there is no freedom from pleasure/displeasure. Therefore, the opponent's 
view is not correct. But it is the direct experience of everybody that in susupti one is 
untouched by pleasure/displeasure. The reason for this feature is that jiva is one 
with Brahman at that time. Sruti says - ‘w cT^r - He is one 

with Brahman, he is dissolved in his Atman (Ca. 6.8.1). '"HT 3nrnPi ’ - He is one 

with paramatman (Pr. 4.7). Therefore, it is clear that the embodiment experienced in 
the wakeful state is only because of wrong knowledge. 











134 


Opponent: There is another way to reconcile embodiment; we say, it is the 
result of dharma/adharma. 

Vedantin: That is not possible; because, body is caused by dharma/adharma 
and dharma/adharma are caused by the body. This mutual dependence prevents us 
from deciding which of them is the cause which is the effect. You cannot also 
overcome this difficulty by saying that this mutual relationship is beginningless 
like that of seed and tree; that would be like a chain of blind men: One blind man 
says that 'milk is white' to another blind man. When the latter asks for pramdna, he 
is told that 'another blind man told me'. This cannot prove that embodiment is due 
to dharma/adharma. But in susupti there is neither body nor dharma/adharma. If one 
remembers the reason for this given by the sruti quoted above, it is conclusively 
proved that the embodiment of Atman is only because of mithya-jhana. 

Doubt: Is it not possible that karma can happen by the mere presence of Atman? 

Answer: No. Sruti trumpets that the Atman is non-doer. Indeed, non-doership 
experienced in susupti is due to his oneness with Brahman at that time. But it 
reappears the moment he gets back to wakefulness. It is because of adhyasa that 
Atman gets doership in a sacrifice. 

3*. 3T5TTf: ^lRci|fdR-d>FT 3TTr*R: 3TT?qft 3TfcPTR: q 

fqsm ^fti q?r, i ft yRKl ctrj- 

W 31^iJciifd}cbl*JTT Ri^Ky^^ ^T: 

3RT: cRTST 3RT: ^T: 5Ufa%: ^T5T: fe: 

rf^T ^T:, q 3iyRwf^FTI § 3 T^TpT 

3iAiyKy^if| q Tfhrfri w J-KlAichR faiiu^iifafd 

3RJ1FTM f^tt q^MVKy^ifl qai|U|idy^ll W c|T ^Rt>cbl<MW ^cbfMId^ 

^dRifd fqfet vKy^yl 1 q^q ^iRfiyic) arqfqfq Rby^Rui vKy^l 
3HrhMiryifd^^q c&sr qW yicRfi- 

qftrTRFT 3MlRmMlfhc| 3lR|RlTh1 Vl^yrM'Ml ^rT: I rTWRT ^iRoUfdRrb 

31lcyiRdrc|c||Rdi 3TW3Tr^RTt q ^ffiTT: I 

24.Here it is said 'The conceit of T in his own body etc. of Atman which is 
different from the body etc, is secondary (and) not illusory.' No. It is well- 
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known that secondariness and primariness are (only) for him to whom the 
difference between the things is well-known. For example: A particular form 
with mane etc known through— anvaya-vyatireka —co-presence and co¬ 
absence, as the meaning of the word and concept 'lion' is mukhya —primary; 
and as different from that is a man possessing mostly lionine qualities of cruelty, 
courage etc. For this latter one, however, the word and concept of one (thing) 
in place of (the word and concept) of another (thing) is only due to delusion, 
not secondary. In twilight, when it is not clearly grasped as 'This is a post', the 
word and concept of 'man' in the post or the word and the concept of silver 
occurring accidentally in shell—are illusory. In the same way, how can the 
non-figurative use of the word and concept of T in the bundle of the body etc, 
born out of indiscrimination of Atman and un-Atman, use the word and concept 
indiscriminately just like goatherds? Therefore, for those who agree that Atman 
is distinct from the body etc, the concept of T in the body etc is illusory and 
not secondary. 

(24) Mimamsakas, who disagree with this conclusion about the cause of 
embodiment, object like this: 'As the sastras speak about heaven/hell after death, 
Atman has to be different from the body. Even a common man does not say 'I am 
eyes, I am legs'. He says only 'my eyes, my legs'. Therefore, the use of 'I-ness' in 
the body is in the secondary sense, it is not wrong knowledge.' This is not correct. 
If one looks into the situation where the secondary usage is employed, it will be 
clear that the T description of the body is not secondary. For e.g, looking at a man 
with cruelty and courage similar to that of a lion, he is addressed as 'lion'. One 
who uses this word is fully aware of the differences between the man and lion. 
Here the word 'lion' is in secondary sense because of the similarities of the qualities 
in him. This is a figurative usage. But while calling a stump as a man or a shell as 
silver, the person will not be knowing the difference between stump/man and 
shell/silver. Therefore, that usage is not secondary, it is clearly wrong knowledge. 
Similarly, not knowing the difference between the Self and the body when one 
says 'I am a man', it is wrong knowledge only. Even intelligent persons who know 
about prajna- body difference talk like this. Therefore, it can never be in the secondary 


sense. 
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rTFTTrT f^WciWfnGhkcll^ wf^T^I f^ sfacfteft 
3T?TTk^TI rTSTT ^ sl^rfafgW “cRISTT ff foctM c[mfl% TJWT AJc^fdl 


^FTtcT TTctfcr ^ ?Rt? 3m 3^iH-lVKlOsiJW: ?mt sf#cT T^” (f. 
^.^.vs) ^fw, “^rsr^rcr^fr^ mmfacFuf ^ wi#ra tfrt sfrt ^ 
wmtorm ff?r ^ri ^rforfa “Rumjmw m m” (*ft. ^rraT 
sTrer^ntrTT 1^: cTFim q 3mm- 

jiWT^ram mmjf Mfmr 3 ^snmf wfrm^ 3wp. 

^m: ^f?T SRc^RI 

25. Therefore, embodiment being due to illusory knowledge, it is established 
that for the jhani, even while alive there is unembodiment. Thus there is sruti 
about the one who knows Brahman : “Just as the slough of a snake lies dead and 
cast off on the ant-hill, in the same way lies this body; then that un-embodied 
is immortal, is prana, is Brahman alone, is light alone"; "Though with eyes, he 
is like without eyes, though with ears, like without ears; though with speech, 
like without speech; though with mind, like without mind; though with prana, 
like without prana". Speaking of the features of sthitaprajha —one steady in 
knowledge— smrti also says "What is sthitaprajha's language"? etc, showing 
that the knower is unconnected with all actions. Therefore, with the realization 
of Brahman as Atman, there is no samsara as before. The one who remains samsari 
as before has not realized Brahman as Atman, Therefore (our stand) is faultless. 

(25) As wrong knowledge is destroyed by the realisation of Brahman-Atman 
oneness, the imagined relation with the body is lost. Even while alive one becomes 
unembodied. Just as the snake loses relation with the slough after its detachment, 
the jhani too loses body-relation and becomes Brahman. This does not however 
mean that there was a relation earlier. It was not there even earlier. Therefore, there 
is no scope for imaginations like 'trace oiavidya, true liberation is after death' etc. Sruti 
says - - Being Brahman he merges in Brahman. 'Even with eyes, he 

is like without eyes', i.e. his eyes too see multiplicity like the eyes of an ignorant 
person; but do not recognise multiplicity and so are like the one without eyes. 
Some people have interpreted this as 'Though without eyes, he is like with eyes'. 


































137 


i.e., though he is the adjunctless Atman, he appears as if working with adjuncts. 
The first literal interpretation is the jhdni's personal experience; the second is his 
appearance for others. These are the features of the sthitaprjha (Adhyasa Bhasya 21.3). 
One without the realisation of Brahman-Atman sees multiplicity outside and 
considers himself as observer. The one with realization, though seeing multiplicity 
with physical eyes, does not understand himself as observer of multiplicity, but as 
the Brahman which is the cause of both, observed and observer. That is, the jhdna of 
multiplicity produced by sense-object contact is the feature of the ksetra - the 
observable; and Atman is its real nature ( szvarupa ). The feature is not independent 
of the szvarupa; but the szvarupa is featureless. Therefore, the adhyasa relation with 
the ksetra produces motivation for action in the ignorant; with the snapping of the 
adhyasa relation, motivation drops off in the jhdnl. Ksetra is not non-existent, it is 
Atman; adhyasa with it is non-existent, imagined. 

MdhTh^srcnnm weffazfr: 

5TpOT: q I I ^ ft 

3TcFRT 3RT5T fdfd^d, ^ ^ *PR- 

26.Again it was said: 'Since reflection and meditation are seen subsequent 
to hearing. Brahman must be subsidiary to injunction and does not stop with 
(the teaching of) its nature.' It is not so; because like hearing, reflection and 
meditation are for the purpose of realization. If the realized Brahman were 
used elsewhere, then there would be subsidiariness to injunction. But it is not 
so, because like hearing, reflection and meditation are also for the purpose of 
realization. 

(26) In the opinion of the opponent, 'reflection ( manana ) after hearing ( sravana) 
is for clear understanding of Brahman and nididhydsana is nothing but upasand 
(meditation). After death the fruit of upasand, i.e., moksa is obtained'. This is not 
correct; because, after sravana, the understood Brahman is not used for something 
else; there is no scope for that either, because, the process yields the realisation of 
Brahman-Atman oneness and the distinction of meditator-meditated upon is lost. 
How can upasand happen? Therefore, reflection and meditation are for realisation 
only. 
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^V9. rTFim ^ yfdyFdfdfafatl'Udiil yilbWhlU|cb?er sT^T: RRcjfal 
fRRT: Wd^lilcl sl^T VlUsUWluieb ^RT^RTOT^mT ^f?T f^TI IT cf R Rfd 
“3T8mft 5lF f^TRTT” ^f?T rrfgtRT: ?TTWR: 3Wlfh yfdMfd-MsT- 

M<rci % “3T2n?ft srtffR?nRT M str^sr^rt r ^jsra^nwT strati i 
^trwttut r “arsmr: trfTf^srtff^TmT M ff?n “srsnw: 

^fcftf^TRT’ ’ (#. ^ ♦ ^) $ facial dgllc^cKJIcHlfd^ 3iy(d*lldl ^f?T 

rT^fcpF: WIT^T: “3?$^ s^lf^RTT” I 

27. Therefore, sasfra is not pramana for the knowledge of Brahman as 
subsidiary to an injunction of upasana. So now, that sastra is the pramana for 
Brahman independently is established because of the uniformity in the meaning 
of the Vedanta sentences. This being the case, the commencement of a distinct 
sastra dealing with that in the form “Then therefore the discussion of Brahman" 
is reconciled. Had it been for an 'injunction of upasana, then since this had 
been already stated in the sutra “then therefore the discussion of dharma" a 
different sastra would not have been commenced. Or if it had been begun, it 
should have been commenced with “Then therefore the discussion of rest of 
dharma" like “Then, therefore, the discussion of what subserves the purpose 
of the sacrifice and of the goal of man". The realization of Brahman- Atman 
oneness is not propounded (in that sastra ); hence it is but right that (another) 
sastra is begun for that purpose in “Then, therefore, the discussion of Brahman". 

(27) 'Sastra is not pramana for Brahman through injunction; it is pramana directly' 
- this is proved by logic in this section. Upasana being a mental karma, it has to come 
under the discussion of dharma. So, it could have come there as a subsidiary to 
injunction of upasana, ‘ 3TSJRT: uRR'ios. srfff^qTRTr’ - Another sastra is not needed. Suppose 
one says 'No, context being different, upasana cannot be discussed under dharma'. 
In that case, upasana being karma of a different type, it could have been dealt with in 
another sub-section within dharma-jijhasa. Instead, a separate sastra has been 
formulated. Why? Because, Brahman-Atman oneness cannot be discussed in that 
sastra; that sastra is based on duality. 

R6. cRRFW “3T# Ref f^SRI: RcrffirT R 
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^rrrfoT jwiunfai ^f|3Tt^-3^Mi^i-3TtwH3idyd1 fn^'Hifui 3wyi<jcbifui 
^ y^iuufn qf^rr#rri 3rftr ^ snf: 

28. Therefore all the injunctions and pramdnas terminate with (the 
realization) "I am Brahman". With the realization of non-dual Atman where 
there is no rejecting and taking, pramana cannot but drop because objects and 
the knower drop out. Further they say: 

(28.1)Therefore, all the injunctions etc: 'The knowledge of Atman'(Atma-jhana) 
will become non-eternal if it is a fruit of injunction. Imperative etc used in respect 
of it become blunt, they have only the shade of injunction'- this shows that sravana, 
manana and nididhyasana are not injunctions. 

Doubt: But they too drop out after the realization of the oneness of Atman - 
Brahman. In that case, does the first sentence in this section not imply that these 
three have once again been treated as injunctions? 

Answer: It is not explicit here that it is so. The sentence may be referring to 
injunction of dharmasastra only. It is because of the word 'vidhi' that this doubt has 
arisen. So it will be discussed again: Meaning of 'knowledge of Brahman' has been 
explained by saying 'The intellectual knowledge of Brahman is the pramana through 
which experience is gained' (see Jijhdsd-adhikarana, sec. 11). The end result of 
experience starts with hearing ( sravana ) of sdstras. Experience is not produced 
immediately after hearing. Svetaketu is an example of this. After sravana, reflection 
(manana) of the knowledge of Brahman is necessary. In this knowledge obtained 
after manana, Brahman is the known and prajna is the knower. This is duality. But 
the sruti says 'Prajna is Brahman' and Atman is prdjha, who is in fact. Brahman only. 
Therefore, the knower (of the wakeful state) should keep his mind continuously 
flowing towards Atman. This is meditation - nididhyasana - which has to end in 
experience. How long should one meditate? Till experience is got! Whether the 
first or the last, whether (meditation is) continuous or discontinuous, the grasp 
that ends in total removal of the defects of avidya etc is experience - 

•• 3TM: 3T^T: fRTcT: 3Wrfcfl cTHT TTcf fb?TT’ (Br. Bh. 1.4.10). There 
is nothing wrong in treating sravana, manana and nididhyasana as injunctions till 
then.' This is just like getting the fruit of karma according to the injunction of the 
karma part of the Veda. 
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Doubt: Then why are they described as 'with shade of injunction? Why not 
say injunction itself?' 

Answer: The reason for not treating it as injunction is this: Injunctive karma 
and fruit are very different. Here it is not so. Manana and nididhyasana do not yield 
a knowledge different from what was heard. Nevertheless, experience does not 
come without them. So 'they have the shade of injunction'. 

(28.2) With Afraan-experience, knowership of prdjha drops off. It is wrong to 
say it drops off because the known (world) ceases to exist due to this experience. 
It drops off because of the knowledge that the known is not different from the 
knower. As a result of the teaching of the sastras by the guru, when one reminds 
oneself that everything is the unborn Brahman, then he ceases to see duality which 
is its opposite, because such duality is non-existent - ‘ 3 tA 

SFjpjcST dfg'uld '=fu yy'iffd, 3TUTUT?[ ’ (Ma. Ka. 3.43). With the realisation of the non¬ 
dual Atman, nothing appears different from oneself. One obtains the world-sublated 
sarva-dtma-bhdva, the experience of everything as himself, while there is no giving 
or taking. Quoting the songs of the realised souls, this is explained below. 

(28.3) Due to the sublation of son, body etc: Here sublation does not mean that 
son, body etc become invisible, get destroyed. If such a thing happens to the body, 
the tradition of Vedanta cannot continue. Sublation of the world means the 
realisation that its inherent nature is Atman itself. In this awareness of sarva-dtma- 
bhdva , son etc are 'not his' and body etc are 'not himself'. Son etc are secondary 
atmans and body etc are illusory atmans. They are non-existent in sarva-dtma-bhdva. 
Since all actions take place on the premise of secondary and illusory atmans which 
are absent on realisation, they (actions) cease to exist. 

(28.4) Prior to cognition etc: Atman being different from and unknown to the 
ignorant person He is to be sought. He is to be discussed - ‘TTfs^^^T: IT: f^ljTrfwsT: ’ 
(Ca. 8.7.1); The ignorant person has to search for Him. After He is realised, naturally, 
knowership of the seeker drops off. Since sin and virtue occur only when there is 
knowership, they too drop off with Atman's realization. 

(28.5) The cognition of Atman etc: Pramdna is the base for the knower-known 
vyavahdra of knowing. The validity for pramdna comes from experience, which is 
based on identifying the body as the knower, i.e., adhyasa. This is natural only as 
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long as there is knowership. When this is lost with Atman's realisation, one comes 
to know that the validity of the pramana and of the activities was illusory. 


(28.6) What does it mean to say that the 'validity of pramana is illusory?' If sruti 
pramana is illusory, how is it possible to have faith in the transactionless Atman it 
teaches? Even granting that somehow one gets the knowledge of the Atman taught 
by sruti, how to verify that it is right knowledge? - These are the questions; here are 
the answers: 

Vyavahara is found only in the effects and not in the cause. And the effect cannot 
exist without the cause. Vyavaharas like 'the pot is big, small, broken' etc are possible 
only in the pot, not clay. But at the same time, a pot without clay is non-existent - 
% P-iu^ei-) oifcfgHTii aicfcKc^rl ’ (G. Bh. 9.4). So, also, the vyavahara of knower- 

known-knowledge is possible only between ksetra and ksetrajha ; not at all in the 
Atman. Vyavahara is impossible in a ksetra and ksetrajha who are independent of 
Atman, since they would be non existent -‘cbiwi 3Tirru: chi4^ ’ (Su. Bh. 2.1.14). 

When the pramana, the eye, comes in contact with the object, the knowledge of the 
latter is produced in the buddhi. All this is ksetra dharma. One who has adhydsa in the 
body,senses and buddhi, feels that he is the knower. Since the knowledge of an 
object is the same for all knowers, including the one whop has realised the Atman, 
this vyavahara between ksetra and ksetrajha is true - not illusory. What is illusion? 
‘ 3T^PR ^ ajFurfjrch'drd PcteMI 3fcr^Jrcf^'N>Wrfi: I cfka ^ajCTTTTT 

H ’ - Another thing (different from Atman ) which is imagined due to Avidya, is 
non existent; it can be understood as non-existing by vidyd. Is not the second moon, 
not seen by one without cataract, the non-existent? (Tai. Bh. 2.8). 'If so, what exactly 
is illusory in the transaction between ksetra and ksetrajha ?' - Knowership of Atman. 
'Who is this Atman?' Prdjha , also called ksetrajha. 'Why?'- Because prdjha is really 
not prdjha; he is the Atman without knowership. Therefore, the moment prdjha 
realises that he is Atman, all transactions stay bound in the ksetra; in no way do they 
touch him. 

Question: In that case, after one obtains jhdna, who handles the activity seen in 
the inert ksetra of the jhdni ? 


Answer: It is Iswara, who is passive in His swarupa, but active in association 
with mdya - 4<j^cr6a4i5-nro 3it<r4i^fHi wfloiwisntf ycHcbvuH’ I (Su. Bh. 2.2.7), 

who handles the body of the jhdni according to his prdrabdha - which is the karma 
brought with him to be experienced in this life (Adhydsa Bhdsya 21.1-3). 
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Question: The vyavahara of creation etc of the world are of Iswara, not of a jhani. 
Is this not a difference between jndrii and Iswara ? 

Answer: No. The aforesaid answer is given keeping in view the ignorant ( ajhdrii) 
who sees difference. Actually, jndrii is Paramatman only, without any difference. 
Prior to the realisation of Atman, the creation and destruction of the world, starting 
from prana upto the (objects with) names, were happening by one different from 
himself. With the realisation of Atman, they were all by himself - In this way, for the 
jndrii, all transactions are by Atman only - ‘'STrai 3T^mqTrTnrT: umid : 

4l4I^P4ia|fTiyVI'4 : l 3T*pq4 TTfrT fdPTf JcflrUd Ticf #4rfr I rTUT tfcfhiiRII W: 

3Tfi*FT Tp? fopT: ’ I (Ca. Bh. 7.26.1). 

nlu|fH&mcHdlSTrr5|‘ ^ c^ifc^ ^TSRIrTI 
^piTrlTT^T^cr ^TRf cFST ^Tl I ^ II 
31^tdc4J| r 41^I^MId JJT^ irm^WR:l 
3TfepS: Wrl yhlrld MH-HcOMIRc|Rrfd: I I ^ I I 
^IcMyciW*) chfd4d:l 

rilfcbch dg^cld 5HTM I 3 II 

fftT WMl'tdl I 

(1) Due to the sublation of son, body etc, the secondary and the illusory 
Atmans becoming non-existent and with enlightenment T am Brahman of the 
nature of sheer existence'—how can there be action? 

(2) Prior to the cognition of the 'Atman to be known', there is knowership 
for Atman. After knowing, the knower himself becomes free from sin, defect 
etc. 

(3) The cognition of Atman as the body is imagined to be pramdna. So also 
is this wordly (transaction imagined to be) pramdna until the ascertainment of 
Atman (as Brahman). 

Thus ends the catuhsutri 

# 4 % * 4 * # 4 * 























